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1.0	 INTRODUCTION 
Coyote Springs Invcstment LLC (CSI), (the "Applicant") proposes to develop a new town in 
southern Lincoln County, Nevada, that will include residential, commercial and industrial land 
uses. This Individual Permit application the proposed new town developmcnt has heen 
prepared by Ilu roadway Group, Inc. (ImCi) subm ilta I to the Department 0 I' the 
Army,	 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District (Corps) in compliance with Section 
404 of the federal Clean Water Act. The pcrmit application addresses potential impacts to 
Waters of the United States (WOUS) that may occur during project development, which will be 
phased over a period of approximately 40 years. No wetlands occur within the project 
development area. In addition no other type Special Aquatic Site as dell ned by thc United 

Envi ron mental Protect ion Agency's I'A) 404(b)( I) Guideli nes wi II be impactcd the 
proposed project. 

The property that is the subject ol'this Corps individual permit application comprises 32,333 
in Lincoln COllnty (Figures I and 2) with the t()lIowing ownership slatllS: 

•	 I)cvc!opllwul Arca ... approximately 21,454 acrcs ol'developable land owned by CSI in 
Lincoln County. 

•	 BLlVIlJtility Corridor 3,331 acrcs o land adjacent to the Development Arca 
U.S. Hwy 93. 

•	 CSt Leasc Lauds in Couuly (7,548 acres) Under the Nevada-Florida Land 
Exchange Authorization Act or 1988, CSI holds a lease (witb an automatic 
year extension) the U.S. Bureau Land Management (I3LM) approximately 
7,548 acres of land in Lincoln County in the Devclopmcnt Area tbat can be developcd 
under the lerms ol'thc I3LM lease. 

P/'oject LOCllti1l1l 
This Individual Permit application addresses lands within portions ol'Townships II and 12 
South, and primarily Range 63 (Mount Diablo Iluse and Meridian and a small 

the IlLM Utility Corridor is in Townships II and 12 South, Range 62 Eusl.! 

The CSI property in Lincoln Counly is approximately 29,000 acres and consists 21,454 acres 
land owned by CSI and 7,548 acres leased li'om is 56 miles northeast of 

Las Vegas, and extends miles north of the Lincoln County-Clark County line. The CSI 
properly occupies most the eastern portion ol'Coyote Spring Valley. The CSI Lease Lands in 
Lincoln Connly arc located in the approximate cenler ol'the CSI property and CSI in accordance 
with tile lease call lise the lease lands 1'01' residential and commercial purposes. The Pahranagal 
Wash extends northwest to soulhcastthrough the property and the [(anc Springs Wash runs cast 
to west the northern border. Land sUlTounding CSllands is primarily public land managed 
by 13Uvl and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS). The property bordered by the 

I or of which arc tile as follows:
 
Sections 1J alld 36, T II S, Sectiolls I 36, T 12 S, R 63 25, and II S, R 62 
ilnd Seclion 36, T S, 



Mountains 10 the norlh, the Mcadow Valley Mountains to the cast, and U,S, Highway 
to the west (although the Utility Corridor is along the wcst side of Highway (3), The 

southern houndary is the Lincoln County-Clark County linc, where the property is the 
CSll11aster plnnncd in Clnrk County, 

At present within Coyote Spring Valley (CSV), there is only one residentinl structure 
located to the northeast of the Developl11ent Area; however thc CSV has sccn signilkant 
disturbance infrastructurc improvcments involving local, state, and federal authorities, 
CSV been and is presently disturbed by one federal higllway (U,S, Highway bisccting 
the valley the north to the south, both old and now Kanc Springs Wash road extonding 

to the west noar northern boundary of Developl11cnt Area, an abandoned paved 
segment of U.S Highway (although it receives interl11illentuse) running north to south, State 
Highway 168 bisecting a portion of vallcy wcst to east, various agricultural uses, 
additional unpaved roads, jeep trails, welis, monitoring we lis (including access routes), aggregate 
operations, a rccycling, and a landlill facility. The recycling and landlill facility is within or 
adjaccnt to the Pahranagat Wash channel, just cast ofU,S Highway 

Other Project documents and plans slightly different land conllgurations (Exhibits I 
and 2). Thcse conllglll'ations and their identifying terms arc presented bclow lor clarity, as thc 
terms arc utilized in the cnsuing pagcs. 

•	 Thc "CSI Properly". The CSl properly in Lincoln Counly includcs approxil11ately 
29,000 acrcs and consists 0 21,454 acres of land owned by CS I and 7,548 acres leased 

BLM 
• 
•	 The "CSI Lellse Lands" includc approximately 7,548 acres in Lincoln Counly and 

acres ol'land in adjacent Clark County 13,767 total acrcs), The CSI Clark 
County Lease Lands arc included in Corps Permit No, 200125042 lor CSI's Clark 
County developmcnt. Because these lands arc publicly owned lands there no 

Species Act (ESA) Section IO(a) coverage undcr thc Clark County MSHCP. 
Similarly therc will be no coverage for thc Lincoln COllnty Lease Lands ifthc CSI 
MSHCP is approved by the usrws. In rccognition of CSI has in agrecmcnt with 
BLM and the USFWS developed and implemcnted a managcment plan to 

acrcs oricased lands in Clark County and will develop and implemcnt a similar 
plan lor the 7,548 acres of leased land in Lincoln County upon projcct approval. 

•	 The "Project Area" deli ned in the Environmental Impact Statcment «)r Lincoln 
County project comprises the Dcvelopment Area (21,454 acres) and I3LM Utility 
Corridor (3,331 acres) identilied above and the CSI Leasc Lands (approximalely 13,767 
acres) in Lincolnlllld Clark counties (i.e., a total area 01'38,552 acres), 

•	 The "Covered Arca" ofthc Multi Species Ilabitat Conscrvation Plan (MSIICP) 
described below comprises the CSI private lands within the Lincoln County Dcvelopmcnt 
Area (21,454 acres), 

2 



•	 SprinJ.\s Rcsonree (CSRMA) comprises the 
Lease Lands in Lincoln and Clark connties. 

IOu 
Because lederal- and state-listed special status spccies including the ledcralthrcatencd dcscrt 
tortoisc (Gop/iC/'IIS agaz::;.:;;) -- arc present in thc Projcct Area, CSI rcqucsts that the Corps 
request initiation an Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation with thc U.S. Fish 
and Wildlite Service (USFWS). It should be noted that CSI has applied an incidcntnltake 
permit thc USFWS in accordance with Section IO(a)( 1)( B) before any developmcnt 
activities occur that could result in lederally listed species or their habitats. 

In consultation with the USFWS, ('SI has prepared a Multi Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSIICP) as part the incidcntaltake permit application. In addition to addrcssing species that 
occur within the Covered Area (sec Section 3.1.7), the MSI-ICP addresses spccies that occm 
outside Covercd Area that may be by project activities. Areas outsilk CSI 
lands that may be aflectcd indirectly by projcct aetivitics includc, but arc not limitcd to, thc 
Muddy Springs Arca the Muddy River and its various tributaries. The iVluddy is 
approximatcly 17 miles rromthe Developmcnt Area. The Muddy River area is not part 
Project Area. 

CSf Pro/lOsed 
CSI has prepared an Environmcntal Impact Statemcnt (EIS) (EN'l'RIX ct al. 2(07), which will bc 
submillcd public review. Up to 111,000 residential dwclling units may be constructed in thc 
Developmcnt Arca undcr till' I'rclerred Alternativc (sce Figurcs 3). The following is 
rcpresentative, but non-inclusivc list or the type dcvelopment structurcs inlhlstructnrc 
lilcilitics being 

•	 Residential housing 
•	 Mixcd-usc urban villages 
•	 Public buildings, such as schools and other public I:lcilities 
•	 Commercial and light industrial developmcnt 

resorts, and casinos 
•	 Associated ronds and bridges 
•	 Rcereationallileilities (c.g., golrcourscs, amuscment parks, parks, playfields, trails and 

open spacc arcas) 
•	 Utilitics and olhcr inlhlslructurc, inclUding 

Power l:lcililics (including e1eclric, natural and/or 
geothermal production) 
Sanitary sewer wastewaler facilities 

.:. Stonnwatcr lileilitics (on-and olTsitc)
 

.:. Solid waste transler and disposal lilcilities
 

.:.	 Telecommunications 

.:.	 Water supply dcvelopment, trcatment and production nlcilitics, monitoring wells, 
storage I(lcilitics, and transmission and distribution lilcilitics 

.:. distribution, discharge 
Flood control 



- "

..

-

!.

A phased approach is being proposed for the construction and developmcnt orthe community, 
This will help accommodate the sensitive environment ehilracteristies or the Covered Area, 
In year 9, the USFWS will determine in accordance with evaluation standards set ronh in the 
incidentaltakc pcrmit and this MSHCI', in cooperation with CSI, whether all or a portion or 
the Disposition Lands will be made available for developmcnt or will be conserved lor desert 
tortoise habitat. It is anticipated that the community will be built in rour phases over 
approximately 40 years shown below: 

Phase 
Approximate Acreage of 

Development 

Estimated 
Implementation 
Timeframe (Yrs) 

I 
,.

2 

6,000 

.1,500 

21,500 

10 

27 

27 ,,·40 4 

40 

1,1 Environmental Setting 
A series or events have OCCUlTed leading up to CSI owning or controlling the property described 
hercin as the Development Area, In 1988, Acrojet and thc United States Department orthe 
Interior completcd a land exchange agreement, whereby Aerojct ohtained among other lands title 
to roughly 29,000 acres as well as a lease with an option 1'01' a 99-year renewal 1'01' an 
additional 13,700 acres in Lincoln and Clark counties, In cxehange, Aerojet relinquished title to 
roughly 5,000 acres in the Florida land exchange was enacted as Public Law 
100-275 by Congress, and entitled 1,{{1II1 Ere/wl/ge !lulhariealiol/ !lci of' 
1988 (NY-FL Act). In signing the NY-FL Act, President Reagan noted that thc land exchange 
would enable the protection or "some 4,650 acres or Florida wetlands" and, thrther, that the 
Florida land be sold to the South Florida Water Management district, with the proceeds 

that sale used the "purchase orimportantwildlilc habitat at two National Wildlilc 
in Florida to aid in the preserve the endanget'ed Key Deer and lhe Manatee.'" 

In Secrciary 0 I' the Interior approved the assignment of lhe Lease Aerojet to 
Harrich Investments, LLC, CSI the Secretary of its proposed residential and 
commercial development plans bel(lrc requesting the Secretary's approval 
Assignment. In 1998, the Secretary approved the assignment of the Lease and all its rights rrom 
Ilarrich Investments, LLC to CSI in accordance wilh the NY -FL Act. In Mayor 1998, CSI 
purchased the rrom Acrojet. 

Inilially CSI proposcd developing all the lands acquired in both and under the long-term 
lease. As CSI began working with the USFWS to address cndangered species issues and the 

in addressing land management issues it becamc apparent that developing the acquired 
conllguration was not in the best interest of protecting WOUS or endangered species 

Ull Signing Land or t I, 
1

4 



managers or dcveloper. Dnring eoursc or several years tbe land 
confignration lands in Clark County proposed by USFWS was agreed to by 13LM and CSI 

being the avoiding minimizing adverse impacts to habitat, 
maximizing benefits to tbe desert tortoise and otber species, aiding land managers in rnllilling 
tbeir managemcnt responsibilities and consolidating Project, and tbe impacts associated 
tberewitb, in a single area. Tbe reconfiguration ortbe Clark County Development Area 

in February 2005 upon recording ora Corrected Patent. C:urrently CSI is similarly 
working witb Corps, USFWS and I3LMto develop a similar eonliguration ()r avoiding 
WOUS, minimizing adverse impacts to habitat, maximizing bencrits to tbe desert tortoise and 
otber species, aiding land managers in rulfilling tbeir management responsibilities and 
consolidating the Project, therewith, in a single 

CSI entered into a Memorandum or Agreement (ivIOA) witb, tbe in 2001 
to establish a Multi-Species Ilabitat Conservation Plan nndcr Scction 10(a)(1 )(11) 
its lands, a copy or is in Appendix A or Exbibit I.) Tbe IYIOA provides guidance 

devclopment ora mutually agrecable MSHCP (CSI MSHCP) witb tbe subsequent issuance or 
a Section 10(a)(I)(13) permi!. In signing MOA, CSI agreed to develop an MSHCP ()I·tbe 
desert tortoise and otber species or concern. an Implementing Agreement and a Water 
Monitoring Plan. Tbis bas been reafllrmed by a May 2005 Letter or Agreement wbicb discusses 
activities nndertaken by CSI in accordance witb tbe MOA and outlines a strategy to move 

withtbe MSHCP process on Lincoln Connty only since tbe adjacent CSI development in 
Clark Connty is on-going baving obtained ESA Section IO(a)( 1)( B) coverage nnder Clark 
County MSHCP. 

Over or last ()ur years it was determined tbat to on lands 
owned and controlled by CSlwas separate and distinct any potential dcvelopment in Clark 
Count)' determined by the actions of several state and tcderal agcncies. CSI is currently 
working with USFWS and in dcveloping the CSI MSHCP lor the Lincoln County Project 
Area, at this time there arc no assurances that the CSIMSHCP will he approvcd and a Section 
IO(a)( I permit issued. 

Further, subsequent (0 the initiation of the CSIMSIICP development process in Lincoln Counly, 
the Nevada State Engineer issued Order No. II on March 2002, a copy or which is provided 
in Appendix 13 or Exhibit I. to this Order the State Engineer stated that no additional 
water rights would be issued to appropriate waters !i'omthe Coyotc Spring Valley 13asin until 
such time the required pump test was completed and results obtained indicating there were no 
adverse impacts to flows orthe Muddy River Springs. a result it clear that 
development in I.ineoln County could not occur without additional water resources being 
brought to the CSV. It noted that the pump test required under Order has yet to stal'l. 

No addition'll Section IOra) permits arc required to begin construction in the Project Arca in 
accordance with the eeMSHCI) 

discussions, ('Sl has 10 minillliz(' illlpacts to ill 
lying oCthe 



Thc Regional Water Monitoring I'lan was approved by State Enginccr on March 14,2005 
and has bccn implcmented. In addition, CSJ currently holds 4,600 AFA of water rights wit bin the 
Project Area that are not subject to the Ordcr, except to tbe extent they must be produced in 
rurtheranee ortbe study required by the Order, orwbich CSJ will use 3,600 AFA to support 
developmcut within the Development Area and CSI has dedicated 1000 AFA to tbc Clark 
County Water Rcsol1l'ees General hnprovcmcnt District. 

or thc approx imately 29,000 total acrcs witbin tbe Project Arca, 21,454 acres arc planncd lor 
residential, eommcrcial and recreational devclopment within what is designated as the 
"Dcvclopmcnt Arca". CSI has proposed to designate approximately 7,954.5 (406.5 acres within 
the development area + 7,548 acres oflease lands) acrcs as a conservation area to avoid and 
protect WOUS and habitat in accordance with agrcemcnts with the USFWS. No wellands exist 
within the Project Area, and, therclore, no wetlands will be ilnpacted as a result of the 
development. A total of26.2 acres dclincatcd as WOUS within the Project Area will be 
impacted by the Devclopmcnt. Figure 4 is a map showing the cxisting WOUS within the Projcct 
Arca. CSJ has agreed to avoid a total 01'27.5 acrcs or dry waslles within the Project Area and to 
a rccontiguration of its and leasehold intercst in the Project Area. A total of26.2 acres out of 
53.7 acres of dry washcs within the Dcvelopment Area, BLM Utility Corridor and CSL Leased 
lands (Lincoln County) which have bccn delineatcd by thc Corps as waters of the United States 
(WOUS) would be impacted. Figure 4 shows the proposed impacted, unimpacted (avoided), and 
restored WOUS witllin the Project Area. 

In their cxisting condition, these dry washcs do not have the capacity to adequatcly convcy 
floodwaters through the Dcvclopmcnt Area in compliance with Lincoln County flood control 
rcquircmcnts. To comply with County flood control regulations, the dry washes will need to be 
relocated, enlarged, and somewhat expanded dl1l'ing the mitigation proccss to meet acceptable 

conditions. Without relocation into new County-regulated drainage ways, the current 
WOUS would be inadequate to convey potential flood Ilows due to increased velocities and 
subsequent erosion and sedimentation issues within these existing washes resulting in adverse 
impacts to thc Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel and endangering the health, safety, and 

of the residents within the proposed development area during a flood event. 

As of this permit, the Applicant proposes to mitigate for the relocation or the existing 
acreage of dry washcs delineated as WOUS at a minimum 2: I ratio by constructing 53.7 acres of 
larger naturalized drainages that meet both county and fedcral requirements, As additional 
mitigation, the constructed washes, which will consolidate flood control into major drainages 
meeting county Ilood control standards, will be re-vegetated with nativc plant species. Native 
plants will be selected fromthc nativc plants listed in Appendix J of Exhibit I. The constructed 
wash areas will also be protected by a dedicated easement to ensure long-tcrm protection. The 
easement will allow lor drainage maintenance and protection of the WOUS the 
establishment of pcrmanent of at least 25 in width along both sides of open 
channels Ii'om the edge of the constructed WOLJS (Figure 8). Cross-sections of typical 
constructed washes and related improvements are provided in Figures '7 and 
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1.2 Existing Conditions 

Detailed descriptions ol'site conditions hy various topics cnn be tound by reading the 
and MSIICI' (sec Exbibits I 2). A rel'ercnce guide to the loention ol'tbis inftlrlnation 

in the Illllowing. 

DOClIllIcnts FOllnd III 

4.8.1 

Climnte MSHCI' (Exhibit 20l'this 
2.1. I 

. 

Hiological Resources (vegetation, wildlil'e. 
4.1.2 

. 

Soils 

Surlilca Water and Ground 

_ 1 EIS 

4.3.1 ......... __

1.3 Overview of This Permit Application 
This permit applicationtraeks the in(lll'lnntion rcquircmcnts in thc Corps Permit Application 
I'orm (section and thc regulations at 33 (section :1.0). The intent is to 
provide reviewcrs with a clear and concise explanntion oI'C:SI's proposed Project nssociated 
impacts to C'orpsjurisdictionnl arcas, with cmphnsis plnccd onlhosc issues thought to ol'most 
interest to lhe reviewing agencies interested public. In references Cor 
where detailed descriptions ol'on sitc conditions and resources enn be "lUnd by revicwing thc 
drnll EIS and/or Drall MSHCP. Where it thought thnt additional in(llrlnationmight prove 
usel'ulto reviewers. additional intl)l'Inalion is provided in exbibits to this doculncnl. Additional 
in(llrlnation will be submilled il'needed undel' sepHrale cover. 

2.0 APPLICATION FORM 
The completed Application Form (ENG FORM 4345) is prcscnted on the next two pages, with 
more extcnsivc block-specilic description presentcd in rclcrcnccd Sections or this t\pplicntion 
doclI111enl. 
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2.1 Directions to the Site (Block 17) 
Dircctions to CSI properly in Lincoln County arc prescnted below. Figure I a regional 
road map. 

From Sl George, Vtah: 

• 1(,kc 1-15 SOIllIl /o\I'lird Vegas. 
• SIIi/e /lol//e US 93. 
• righl Oil 10 US 1I01i/e 93. 
• Lilico/I/IC!lIl'k COIIII/y lille. 

From Las Vegas, Nevada: 

• Vegas. 
• US 93 
• I///he Ul/co/I/IClark COllllly IiI/e. 

2.2 Project Purpose and Need (Block 19) 

2.2.1 Purpose 

The basic purpose Applicant's proposed project is to dcvelop a ncw town within Lincoln 
County within approximately a one hour drive from the Las Vegas area and within the State 
Nevada utilizing available or existing water or waler rights region. 

2.2.2 Need 
CSI proposes to dcvelop a new town in southcril Lincoln County to the necd lor 
increascd cconomic opportunitics and housing in Lincoln County. The devclopmcnt would 

up to 111,000 rcsidcntial dwellings to mect housing nccds the growing Southern 
Nevada area. Economic growth in Lincoln County would result "'om commercial dcvclopmcnt 
components the planned community, as wcll an increased basc Lincoln County's 
increasing public nccds "'om thc futurc rcsidcnts. This growth bcnclits the current limited 
economy Lincoln County, provides increased employmcnt opportunitics and economic 
diversi lieation, and creatcs an cnvironment that would cncourage the 20 to 34 age group to stay 
within the county. 

Lincoln County covers approximately 6.8 million aercs in Nevada, and in 2005 a population 
approximately 3,886 people. 13ased on these ligures, Lincoln County was thc tllird least

populatcd county in the Statc of Nevada (Ncvada Statc Demographcr 20(6). The current 
population in Lincoln County has decreased by about 6.7 percent since 2000 when the 
population stood at 4,165 was only slightly higher than 1990 levels. 

With pCI'ccnt of the county's lands in (cdcral olVnership, little private land historically 
been availablc development and the county's population and economy has been constrained 
as a rcsult. Currently there are only 122,508 acres ol'private lands. Concerns have been raised 
by Lincoln County residents that their population is aging younger people are to leave 
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because or lack or economic opportunily (Lincoln COllnty I I, 2006; Gibbons 2(04), U,S, 
Census data indicate that Ihese concel'l1s are valid, the decadc in between I and 2000 
censuses, the population in Lincoln County within tbe 20 10 24 and 25 to 34 age groups 
decreased by 1(,,67 perccnt (U,S, Census l:lurcau 2(00), Rural counties onen sec dcclincs in the 

of these orten to 
bettcr opportunitics et al. 2(04), Harris al. (2004) suggest cncouraging these age 

10 stay should always be a goal rural economic development. 

Agriculturc, mining, and k\eal govel'l1mcnt have traditionally been dominant sectors or thc 
cconomy in Lincoln ('ounty (Bordcn ct al. 1996); however, agricullure and mining's roles in the 
county's economy have dcclincd in recent years (Harris al. 1994), Thus, unemploymcnt rates 
in natural resource··lnlsed economics onen do not rellect downtul'l1s in agriculture or mining 
economics, Instead, the sizc ol'the lahor I'orcc can dccrease, people leave rural areas in search 
or other opportun itics, Harris al. (2004) measured ind icalors 0 cmployment ttlr Linco In 
County, such as residents employed, Whcn residcnts employed in Lincoln County arc analyzed, 
a decrease 1i'0Il] (1,133 residents employed) to 2003 (960 residents employed) is noticeable, 
During the same time li'amc, rcsidenl employmcnt in the stale ol'Nevada steadily increased I'rom 
943,600 in to I,08! ,900 in 2003 (Harris et al. 20(4). In addition, between 1990 and 2000, 
Lincoln County's population increascd by approximately I pcreent, while employment 
opportunities declined at a much greater ratc (Harris al. 20(4). 

Based on li'om 1970 through 2003, Lincoln County has the 
economy or Nevada's counties. This indicates a dependency on a single economic seelor, 
such as mining, Economic diversilieation would stabilizc the county's economy (Harris al. 
20(4). This instability index encapsulates a timc whcn mining employmcnt and rca I 
earned inco1llc dcclined by perccnt (betwcen 1980 and 1994) Ihe elosurc or several 
mining opcrations (Borden et al. 

Agrieulturc has also declincd in tcrms ol'incomc contributing to the Lincoln County cconomy. 
Real earnings pCI' job dcclined 52 percent between and cven though new jobs 
were added during the same timc period (Borden et al. In tcrms ol'dollars, totalnct 
incomc 0 in Lincoln County also dccreased li'om in 1970 to 1,612 in 2005 
(Headwatcr Economics 20(6). 'T'his is likcly a result in a county-wide decrease in nlunber or 
livestock raised pCI' year (18,000 animals in !')'J4was rcduced to 12,000 in 200(,) and an increasc 
in crop-based agriculturc during the samc timc perioll (National Agricultural Statistical Scrvicc 
2006). Livestock is more lucrative crops, but labor needed lor both. 

Census data also show Ihal the housing stock in Lincoln County relatively old, Approximatcly 
percent 01' homes in the county were buill before 1940, which is the second higbcst value 01' 

()40 homcs across all Nevada countics and substantially higher than the 1,7 perccntvalue 
the Slate ol'Nevada a who!e, Further, only about 17 percent ol'housing units in the county 

were built in or later, compared to 42 percent in the state or Nevada (U,S. Ccnsus Bureau 
20(0). 

In contrast to Ihe economy population or Lincoln ('ounly, nearby 
mctropolitau area secn a dramatic increase in economic opporluuities and population in the 
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last decades. Between 1 and 2005, the population in neighboring Clark County, Nevada, 
has steadily increased by 1,020,100 pcople, a 236 pcrcent increasc in population during that time 
pcriod (Ccnter Business and Economic Research at UNLV 2(06). The number of jobs also 
increased in the same time period 452,733 to 788,025. It anticipated that as developable 
land in Clark County bccomes scarcer, the population will need to spread into adjacent Lincoln 
County. 

2.3 Reasons for Discharge (Block 20) 
HBG conducted an investigation of the potential gcographic extent of wetlands and other watcrs 
of the United States subject to Corps of Enginccrs jurisdiction within the Coyote Springs Project 
Development Arca. No wctlands wcre and, therelare, no wetlands will be impacted as a 
result of the Project. However, 53.5 acres of desert dry washes subjcetto 
flows were identified and delineated as waters of the Unitcd States (WaUS) within thc Projcct 
Development Area, including thc I3LM right of way wcst of Highway afthe delineatcd 
acreage, 2('.2 will be directly impacted by the Project. 

In their existing condition, these dry washes do not have the capacity to convey floodwaters 
through the Project Development Area in compliance with Lincoln County 1100d control 
requirements. To comply with Lincoln County flood control rcgulations, the dry washes will 
need to be relocated, enlarged, and somewhat expanded during the mitigation proccss to meet 
acceptable 1100d conditions. Without relocation into new County-regulated drainage ways, the 
existing waLls would be inadequate to convey potential flood 110ws and could endanger the 
health, salety, and of the residents within the Project Developmcnt Area during a 1100d 

Table I summarizes the project impacts to WallS by development phase and Table 2 
sUlllmarizes impacts by developlllent aetivily. 

Table 1, Project Impacts to Waters of tile United States by Project Phase 

Type of Approximate Acreage Impacts to WOUS 
occurs 

----r-~"~~"'~'~~---'

Estimated Implementation 
.. 

')

18

27

27 ... 40 

Fi II 10.43 2 

2 6_,O_0_0 + 4._2_0 1() 

Fill 

Fill 

..-•. .• .. 40 
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Table 2. Impacts to Waters of the United States
 
ResUlting from the Coyote Springs Development Project
 

Fill Impacts to WOUSDevelopment Activity (acres) 

Dry +- -- _
5,10Construct 3 

Existing Culverts 

Existing Culverts Culverts along Ilighway 0,75 

Dry 

\Vidcll Approximately 60,000 Lincar Existing Drainages 

.........• 

Construct 10 Before They I:nlcr 

2.4 Types and Amounts of Materials Being Discharged (Block 21) 

Table 3. Estimated Quantities of Cut and Fill for Mitigation Implementation 

-
Project Estimated Cut 
Component __ of yards)I 

Add aggregate to 
15,000roadway transition 

areas 
--
Restored Desert 
Dry Inoeulull1 52,000
 

_
Restored Desert
 
Dry Wash Mass Grading
 (),200,000
 
II tats
 

- _---. _

Restored Desert 
Dry Wash Smooth Grading 

Fill in ruts and disk 
Restore Access 

to loosen ground 10,000
Routes 

Clean engineered 

Clean engineered 

Native soil 
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3.0	 COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 
(33 CFR PART 320) 

This section is intended to provide the information needed by the Corps and other reviewers to 
evaluate the proposed Project. It speeilically tracks general policies lor cvaluating permit 
applications outlined in the Corps' regulations 33 CFR 320.4, including that section's 
reference to thc AHcmatives Analysis requircd undcr the U.S. Environmental Protcction 
Agency's 404(b)( I) Guidelincs." 

3.1	 Public Interest Review Factors (33 CFR 320.4(a)(1 3» 

3.1,1 Conservation 

CSl is conscrving an estimatcd 27.5 acres 53.7 acrcs ofWOUS occurring withintbe 
Projcct Area by utilizing the proposed devclopment plans. 

Thc MSHCP dcveloped part of the CSI Ineidcntal Takc Pcrmit (1'1'1') requcst includes a 
strategy and managcmcnt pl'Ogram that provides for multiple spccies and ccosystem conservation 
and managcmcnt (Appcndix D of Exhibit I). 

Desert 
Incidcntal take of desert tortoise in connection with Project development would be covered under 
the ITp. CSI will agree to comply with the terms and conditions of the ITP applicable to the 
Project. 

Mel/slll'es Seeci/le TOl'loise 

•	 CSI will impose a mitigation fcc of Eight Hundred Dollars ($800) per acre, pro-rated to 
the one-quarter acre, on all development activities occurring on privatc land within 
the Development Area (as delined in the IICP). 

•	 $750,000 provided to fund eonscrvation mcasures the desert tortoise upon issuance of 
the CSI MSHCP (a Technical Advisory Team will assist the USFWS in directing the 
expenditure of these funds under the Adaptive Management Plan). 

•	 All lands surveyed and c1earcd of deserttOl'toise prior to ground disturbing activities. 

•	 Rcsearch studies will bc conductcd as dirccted by a Technical Advisory Tcam, and may 
includc surveys to evaluate status of the tortoise within the Mormon Mcsa Critical 
Habitat Unit; of weed control and habitat rcstoration measurcs; and 
establishing a juvenile tortoise "hoad-sturt 

Also, desert tortoisc surveys and translocation cnorts would take place in the Development Arca 
in conjunction with a USFWS-approved translocation program. This effort will be similar to the 
on-going program that is being conducted in the CSI mastcr planned dcvelopmcnt in Clark 
County immediately south of the proposed Project Arca. This program is being used as a modcl 

,I EPA's 404(h)( I) Guidelines are found at eFR Part 230, Compliance with the Guidelines discussed in 
Section 1.22 or 
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a science..based program being developed by USFWS at the University or 
Nevada Biological Research Centcr. a rcsult orthcse mcasures dcvclopment 
Development Area will have minimal enect on the desert tortoise population may lead to 
enhanced recovery or thc deserttortoisc within the region. 

MOl/pl/ 

II) 

• Participate in the establishment or a Recovery Implementation I'lan and employ the 
carry Ollt conservation 

to protect and recover the Moapa dace and allow 1'01' developmeut and 
of 

• Dedication or amount equal to (4(,0 aryl orthe CSI water rights within the 
Coyote Spring Valley Basin to the survival and recovery orthc Moapa dace and its 
habitat. 

• Dedication oran additional 5% or any water rights above 4,600 ary that CSlmay 
entitled to withdraw in the rutl1l'c li'0Il1 Coyote Spring Vallcy or import into thc basin. 

• CSI has agreed to providc $50,000 annually lor timr (4) years to used tl,r habitat 
restoration to promote the recovery or the Moapa dace. 

Sur!'lcc water impacts to the Pahranagat Wash Ephemeral Channel will be by 
detaining thc storm developed areas onsite. As part CSI flood control mcasl1l'CS, 

quality within thc Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel or downstream will not 
signilicantly impacted by developmcnt. Scdiments and associated nutrients will bc 
removed through the installation and maintcnance or naturalized corridors allowing 
deposition of sediment and uptake of excess nutrients. Retention and tiltering ponds will be 

to provide additionaltrealmenl. All or these storm water teehniqucs will take place 
rrom the Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel in line with a 1oo-root planned setback 

zone measuredli'om the or bank or this channclthat will be left undisturbed. lu addition, a 
protective burler will be built outside the setback 7.one that will eliminate storm watcr 
li'om entering lhc Pahranagat Wash ephcmeral channel directly li'(,m developed areas. CSI storm 
water strategy will allow storms centered in undisturbed areas to the north and easlto run 
tbrougilthe Pahranagat Wasil ephemeral channel in their natural condition. 

While CSI docs not believe adverse impacts to the Muddy Rivcr springs 110ws will occur as a 
result of groundwater production rrom within the Development Area, CSlrecognizcs tbat such 
an cvent is a possibility and has takcn sleps to ensure such even do not occur. CSI enlered iulo 

Selllcmcnl orall to Groundwater in the Coyote Springs Basin with Ihe 
Soutbcrn Nevada Water Authority (SNWA), Las Vcgas Valley Water Dislrict (LVVWD) 
the Moapa Valley Water District (MVWD) dated March 7, 2002 (hereafter rclerredlo as the 
"Sclllcment Agreement"). The Sclliement Agreement also incorporated tile Icrms and conditions 

Stipulalion by and belween the LVVWD, SNWA, the I3LM, thc 
Nationall'ark Service and USFWS dated .July 18,2001. A Rcgional Water Mouitoring Plan 
approved by the Nevada State Engineer on March 200S. 

I.ill\'{lln ("HllllY\( II' APllli<.::llillll 9·1 II' 



On April 20, 2006, the SNW usrws, CSI, the Moapa Band of Paiutes (Trihc), the 
MVWD signed the Muddy River MOA (Appcndix D of Exhibit I). The Muddy River MOA 
established conservation measures and monitoring management criteria to he implemented 
concurrently with development of water projects within certain groundwater hasins, ineluding 
the Coyote Spring Valley the Califill'llia Wash hydrographic has ins. The Mlilidy River MOA 
outlines speci conservation actiOns that each party would compfete to minimize potential 
impacts to the Moapa dace (Moapa ('oriacca) if water levels decline in the Muddy River system 
as a result of cumulative withdrawal of 16, I00 acre-feet per year (afy) from the Regional 
Carbonate Aquifer in Coyote Spring Vatley Calililrnia Wash Basins. The parties agreed to 
estahlish a Muddy River Recovery Implementation Program (MRRIP) a conservation measure 

the protection and recovery o[Moapa daee its habitat. CSI agreed to dedicate a portion of 
its current and Il,ture water rights the survival and recovery of the Moapa dace and agreed to 
provide Ilmding tor the restoration of Moapa dace habitat. The parties to the have slllrtcd 
developing the MRRII' and anticipate completion of MRRIP in 2007. 

The USf'WS developed intra-service, programmatic Biological Opinion (130) the 
proposed Muddy River MOA regarding the groundwater withdrawal and associated conservation 
measures lor the Moapa dace (1-5-05-FW-536, USf'WS 2(06). ESA consultation for projeet
specific activities included in the MOA is tiered olTofthe 2006 programmatic BO. 

Based on CSI's commitments to the survival and recovery of the Moapa dace and 
conservation of the Muddy River as outlined in the Muddy River (Appendix Dol' Exhihit 
I), CSI agreed to provide 460 acre-feet per year (afy) lor the Moapa dace, an amount equal 
to 10 percent ofCSI's allotled water rights within the Coyote Spring Valley Basin. In addition, 
CSI agreed to dedicate 5 percent oj' water rights above 4,600 afy that CSI appropriates within 
the basin or imports into and uses the Coyote Spring Valley Basin. This dedic:ltion ol'water 
rights to Moapa dace recovery and Muddy River eonscrvation was established under the Muddy 
River MOA and will be implemcnted through the MRRIP lor water rights used development 
in Clark County, an action separatc li'OIll the CSI MSHCP. A dedication o I' water rights to 
Moapa dace recovery and Muddy River conservation will also occur for the CSI development in 
Lincoln County. 

Development of water in excess or 16, I00 analy/.cd in the intra-service programmatic 130, 
would require reinitiation of Section 7 consultation. 

lHulIlIqelllell1 
Subject to BUvl approval, CSI has designated approximately 7,548 acres in Lincoln County 
6,219 acres in Clark County, for a total or 13,767 acres that would be set to prcscrve natural 
resource values. 

3.1.2Eeollomies. Detailed descriptions or economics by various topics can be by rcading 
the dran E1S and MSIICI' (scc Exhibits I and 2). A refercnee guide to the location or this 
inrormation is summarized in the following. 
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Descriptions of Existin • ConditioIIS 
__._-,_.".,,_._---.-_. -_. ... " 

POplll'ltioll 

IncOl11e 

Docnlllcnt Found In Section 

EIS 4.14.1 

DraH L·:IS 4.14.2 

DraH 

DraH EIS 4.14.5 

3.1.3 Aesthetics 

The proposcd Projcct will resull in thc conversion unoccupied 21,454 acres or privately 
desert land surrounded hy ovcr 4,000,000 acres oropcn space rederallands to housing, golr 
courses and associated cOlllmcrcial dcvclopment. Within the Project Arca jurisdictional dry 
washes west and east orthe Pahranagat Wash will need to he relocated as constructed washcs 
that arc largc enough to comply with Lincoln County Flood Control requirements. These washes 
will he constructed with native materials and plant species to create a natll1'alized look within the 
eomillunity. In addition, the Pr()jcct will avoid impacts to the l'ahranagat Wash ephemeral 
channel and the dry washes west and cast or the ephemeral channel, the l'ahranagat Wash 
Conservalion Corridor, and within the Coyote Springs Resource Management Area. With the 
cxception and trail crossings, a 100 setback to the west and cast orthe l'ahl'anagat 
Wash cpbcmeral channel, as sbown on Figure 4, will he provided to pl'otectthe Channel and 
those existing WOUS westerly and easterly or the Pabranagat Wash ephemeral channel witbin 
the Project AI·ea. 

The Development Area will be integrated with open space corridors and golrcourses, providing 
botb passive and active rccrcational amcnities. In to Counly requircd parks and other 
private I:lcilities planncd by CSI, areas along Ihe Protective Burrel' zonc that will be implcmented 
10 protect thc l'ahranagat Wash ephemeral channel, will provide a variety or opportunities 
recreation and open space. CSlwili provide additional recreational opportunities within these 

the hcnellt orthe community and the region. 

Implementation or the planned development cannot result in changes to aeslhetic qualities within 
and adjacent to the Project Area beyond those allowed by ledeml, state and localjurisdietions. 
Aesthetic qualities on private land in Lincoln Counly arc guided by the Lincoln County 
Aesthetics are evaluated using compatibility or contrnstwith the existing selling. Title 
Lincoln County Code the Planning and Development Code identilles building height, 

lot area and width requirements, and distance between buildings on the same lo!. Title 15 
or the Lincoln County Code the Coyote Springs Planned Unit Development Code 
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the regulation and maintenance ol'planning and zoning withinlhc Coyote Springs Planning Area, 
PUDs must comply with the Lincoln County Code with rcspeet to site development standards. 

to the Developmcnt Agrccment between Lincoln County and CSI, the Coyote Springs 
Chartcr Community Association, Inc, a Nevada non-prollt corporation, (CSCCA) will crcatc and 
cstablish uniform design guidelines all construction and dcvelopment within the dcvelopment 
area (Figures 2, 3 and 5) by use recorded restrictive covenants or pursuant to contractual 
obligations binding on purchasers of properly within lhe Planned Community. These design 
guidelines will become a part of any approved tcntativc or Final PUD Plan. Lincoln County has 
agreed to utilize the (CSCCA) design guidelines, adopted within a Tentative pUD Plan, in the 
construction of any Lincoln County within the pUD plan area (Coyote Springs 
Development Agreement, County and CSI2(04). 

CSI may adopt thc Southern Nevada Grcen Building Standards and has proposed adoption 
these standards to Lincoln County. Thc Coyote Springs Dcsign Standards and Covenants, 
Conditions, and Restrictions (CCRs) include the Collowing building dcsign principles: 

•	 Reflect the architectural heritage of the Southwcst and American West. these 
styles in the public and semi-public buildings as a distinctive imaging and place-making 

the community. 

•	 Provide an eclectic expression oCthese style throughout the community, with 
subtle shifts in sub-styles betwecn villagcs and districts. 

•	 Within the limits of Phase IA, on a more rusticated, limited set of sub-styles to 
provide a cohesive image and identity the community's Ilrst public buildings. 
Considcr color as onc the most basic primary delincrs Western American style and 
shall be medium to dark in tone and blend with the natural setting. 

•	 Leverage materials as a primary style determinant with signilleant proportions natural 
stone, stucco, and stained wood used in more natural and rustic cxprcssions. 

•	 In addition to the above, usc texture as a key tool oCexpressing the preferred style 
families. Delimit to non-rellcctive surfaces that visually recede in the natural 
cllvi rOllmcnL 

•	 the pedestrian scale; meaning the lirst 1100r of all public buildings being "high 
touch, high feel" in finish with a strong on detail, spatial intimacy and peoplc
gathering places. 

•	 Consider sustainability in the design of all public and private buildings and recommend 
the development criteria establishcd by the Design Review Committee incorporating the 
Green Building Program adopted by the Southern Nevada Homc Builders. 

Aesthetics on the adjacent land managed by the BLM is guided by the BLM Resource 
Management Plan (BLJ\l1 1998). Visual rcsources arc rated using BLM Manual Handbook 
8431-1, Visual Resource Contrast Rating. The contrast rating systcm is a systematic process uscd 
by tile BLM to analyze potential visual impacts of proposed projccts and activities on land 
managed by the 13LM. The contrast rating includes analyses of line, color, texture, scale 
and space. The classes for the land surrounding the Project Area arc Class I[ (most valucd) 
and Class III (moderate value). The Class II land, ncar Arrow Canyon, directs management to 
retain the landscapes' existing character. The remainder oCthe area is Class III, which directs 
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mHnagementlor partial retention existing character landscape. Thus, while the 
Lincoln County Code Titles 13 15 to the Developmcnt Area, the Contrast 
Rating would apply to bOlh BLM Utility Corridor and the lands CSI leasing lhlm IlLM, 

3,1.4 General Environmental Concerns 
The general environmental concerns associated with the Development Area inelude impact 10 

approximately 26.2 acres dry washes (21.1 acres within Project Development area and 5.1 
acres wilhin the Utility Corridor) and general impacts to the desert environment and 
habitat. Mitigation tor Ihesc impacts is discussed in Scetion 3.1.22. 

3.1,5 Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States 
A site reconnaissance was implemented in to delineate waters or the United States (WOUS) 
subject to Corps jurisdiction, l(llJowing current Corps guidelines under Scction 404 orthe 
Wa[cr Act (CWA). The survcy arca consisted orall or the Project Arca (21,454 acrcs orCSlland 
and aercs ofCSllease land in Lincoln and Clark counties), well as the Utility 
Corridor west oi'lI,S. llwy (3,331 acres). 

On the basis or thc methods and criteria Illr delineating wetlands and other WOUS, as delined in 
the Corps' (1987) and Corps guidance documenls and regulations (Corps 2001,1(92), 
no wetlands subject [0 the Corps jurisdiction were found; as taken collectively, there were no 
prescnt indicators of hydric soil, a prevalencc ofwellaud vcgctation, and wetland hydrology. The 
proposed Projcct will havc no impacts on wellands bccause there arc no wcllands present within 
the Project Arca. 

Howcvcr, potential other WOUS were I(lund within the survcy area. Thc Hnflinan-Broadway 
Inc, and Resource Conccpls, Inc. IRC (2007) cstimale that approximately 53.7 acrcs or 

WOUS in thc Developmcnl Area and f3LMUtility Corridor arc subject 10 Corpsjurisdiction 
under Section 404 Ihc CWA crable 4). 

Tablo 4, Aquatic Habitats Found within the CSt Lands (private and Leased) and
 
BLM Utility Corridor Regulated Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
 

Land Form 
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National
 
Wetlands
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Hydrotogy 
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Technically Technically 

Potontial MeotingEPA/Corps
Jurisdictional Wetlands EPA/Corps WOUS 
Status Criteria (ac) 

... . ..... .._... 
and hank and o 
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I I.S, vin.', "'I'lw $ubSlra(t' hill slirfaL'\' 

\\illHlullit.'tCl'labll' sca,(lIlabk llHlllths, n'l:ll years 1IIICr\'CIIC hC\\\,(:cl1 

'Ilw dominal\t soil olllditillllS lcgime do lint 
withil\ " 

Figurcs 3 and 4 show delineated WOUS. The complete jurisdictional report on wetlands 
and WOUS Inc. and RCI 2(07) has been submitted scparately. 
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WOUS were delineated by the presence or a detlnablc bed and bank and the usc or 
indicators to dcllne the prcscnce oran ordinary high water mark (OIIWM) representative or 
normal inundation (hydrology). Ficld data collected were compared to predicted channel llows 
using the Rational Method or U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) method to compare channel 
widths a two-year event. This comparison provided a means to determine that the indicators 
being observed were rcpresentative ornonnal, abovc normal to cxtreme Ilow evcnts. The low
now channclwidths were selected the most representative or now during normal rainrall 
conditions, whicb arc believed to occur, on avcrage, every year or every two years. Daily rainntll 
within this Ii'equeney range typically helow I inch. It is believed, based on lield indicators and 
rainlilll data, thalllows Ii'omless li'equent events ora greater magnitude than I ineh or 
dai Iy nrail arc not representati ve 0 I' nonna I hydro logy condi tions Broadway Group, 
Inc., and RCI 2(07). 

Wet/mlll.l· illlll li'olll COl'/I.I· .JIII'isdiclillll 
A number or discretionary exemptions Ii'om CWA regulations exist areas lhatwould 
otherwise qualiry as WOUS. Furthermorc, Solid Waste Agency or Northern Cook County v. 
U.S. Army Corps or Engineers, Case No. 99-1178 (January 9,200 I) (SWANCC) involved 
statutory and constitut ional challenges to the assertion or CWA jurisdiction over isolated, non
navigable, intrastatc waters used as habitat by migratory birds. SW ANCC held that there is no 
CWA jurisdiction ovcr "isolated, non-navigable, intrastate watcrs" where there is no interstate or 
roreign commerce ncxus. HUlTman-Broadway Group, Inc. allli RCI (2007) examined aquatic 
rcsources in the Development Area and BLM Utility Corridor with respect to the above 
discretionary exemptions and SWANNC exclusion CWA regulation. They concluded that 
no areas were round that could either potcntially be exempted or excluded rrom regulation. 

11I3G prepared a mitigation plan to address impacts to WOUS (HI3G .Iunc 2007). Mitigation 
activities onsite will result in the [illlowing: 

l'f)ida II ill i111 Ii()II 
The Coyote Springs Project, in Lincoln County, will avoid 27.5 acres or direct impacts to WOUS 
consisting ordry descrt wash habitat within the Project Development Area (20.9 acres), and lease 

described in the preamble discussion orthc Corps regulations in the Novcmber 13, 1986, 
/'(.'<lcl'IIl IIcgi.I'ICI', certain areaS that mcelthe technicnl dcllnition orwctlands gcncrally arc not 
considered waters orthe U.S. (33 CFR 328.3(a)). Such areas include: 

Non-tidal drainage and irrigation ditches excavated on dryland; 
b.	 Artillcially irrigated areas which would revcrtto upland irthe irrigation ccascd; 
c.	 J\rtillciallakes or ponds crcatcd by excavating and/or diking dryland to collcct and retain 

water and which arc used exclusivcly lilr such purposes as stock watering, irrigation, settling 
basins, or rice 

d.	 ArtillcialrcIlecling or swimming pools or othcr small ornamcntal bodies orwatcr created by 
cxcavating and/or diking drylanclto rctain water primaJ'ily aesthetic reasons; and 

e.	 Wnter-lIl1ed depressions created in dryland incidental to construction activity and pits 
excavatcd in dryland the purpose orobtaining sand, or gravclunless and until the 
construction or excavation operation is abandoncd and thc rcsulting body or water mcets the 

of watcrs or the United Stales. 
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No wetlands or other type special aquatic habitat occurs within the 
Project Development Area. The project has been designed to avoid and minimize direct impacts 
where practicable. 

Implementation or this Mitigation Plan will result in the restoration or 52.4 acres desert dry 
wash habitat within the Development Area (48.8 acres) and Utility Corridor (J.G acres) as 
compensation 26.2 or impacted orwous within the Development Area (21.1 acres) 
and BLM Utility Corridor (5.1 acrcs). This will be accomplished by: 

• Restoring desert dry wash habitat so to provide a net increase in rully runctional. 
sustaining desert dry wash habitat having habitat Illlletions and associated valucs similar 
to thosc prcscnt onsitc prior to the onset orproject construction; 
Providing for in case dry habitat restoration 
to success criteria; 
Providing I1nal1cial for the monitoring period, 
term I1Hlinl(.. erosioll cOlllrolmcasurcs during implementation, 

A total or desert dry wash hahitat (WOUS) will be preserved within the 
Development Area a result of MiligationPlan implementation. The following a summary 
of the lands preserved: 

•	 Preservation or 52.4 acres or restored desert dry wash habitat. 
•	 Preservation acres orexisting desert dry wash habitat. 

The Mitigation Plan provides the following additional protections: 

•	 Creation or or protective upland butTer hahitat adjacent to preserved desert 
dry wash Iwbitill. The upland bnrfcrs will be 100 wide on each side orthe 
Pahranagat Wash, and a minimum of 25 on each side or all other preserved 
drainages. 

•	 The Long-Term Protection Plan, which inclullcs "iu perpetuily" management to include 
periodic (anllual) maintenance inspections and maintenance, i

•	 A Perpetual Conservation ['nsement Grant will be placed by tbe land owner/Corps 
Permittee on preserved desert dry wash habitat and upland burfer habitat 
desert dry wash habitat. The Conservation Easement will include environ menial 
restriclions rebiled 10 activities aUlhorized by the Corps within the mitigation area. Once 
mitigalion success criteria have been mct, the management responsibility li)r site will 
be assumed by the Grantee of the Conservation The Granlee will be 
responsible for assllring long··term protection of 
the site ill accordance with the Conservation Easement agreement. is anticipated thaI 
The Conservation Fund will function as the Conservation Easement Manager; 
altematively. anolher third pmty grantee acceptable 10 both tile Corps and CSI would 
fullilltbis function. The Grantee will be runded by endowment provided by the Corps 
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PCI'm iltce. 
•	 A Drainage and Maintcnance Eascment will be placed by the land owncr/Corps Permittee 

on restored descrt dry wasb habitat and protcctive upland buffcr. Tbe Drainage and 
Maintenance Easement will include environmental restrictions related to activities 
authorized by the Corps within the mitigation area including maintcnance and repair and 
open space use of the upland buffer as long as the buffer provides water quality 
protections. Once mitigation success criteria have been met, the managemcnt 
responsihility for thc site will he transfcrred to the Gencral Improvemcnt District and/or 
thc CSCCA. Funding lor the maintenancc of the drainages will be provided by CSCCA 
and /01' the in perpetuity. The CSt Restored Habitat Manager will be the point of 
contact regarding management of thc restored WOUS in aeeordanec with Corps permit 
conditions. The CSCCA Restored Habitat Manager will be the point orcontaet once 
mitigation has been determined successful by the Corps. 

3.1.6	 Historic Properties 
Detailed descriptions of historic properties by various topics can be by reading the draft 

and MSIICP (sec Exbibits I and 2). A reference guide to the location of this is 
summarized in the following. 

Archeology/ Historieal·Cultural 
Resow'ees 

3.1.7	 Fish and Wildlife Values 

l)ocullIcnl In 

Drat\ EIS (Exhibit I of this 4.4.1 
document) 4.4.2 

Drat\ EIS 

Detailed descriptions of and wildlilc values by various topics can be found by reading tbe 
draft ElS and MSHCI' (sec Exhibits I 2). A relcrcnce guide to the location of this 

is summarized in the following. 

Dran 4.1.2 

4.1 
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Dran MSIICP 

3.1.8 Flood Hazards 

\. I i eillIlliti {} /I
There arc no perennial surl:lee waters within the Project Area. The immediate watershed is 
bouud on the west by the Sheep Mountain Range and on the east by the Mcadow Valley 
IV!ountains. The Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel a dry wash that hi sects the CSI lands as 
it runs rrom northwest to southeast. It is connected to the north with the Pahranagat Valley and 
exits CSllands to the sonth. Surillce water reservoirs storc water in the southern I'ahranagat 
Valley and little runorr entcrs the Coyole Spring Vallcy rrom the north. The I'ahranagat Wash 
ephemeral channel is Ilanked by alluvial rans. These upland Ilms arc bisected with numerous dry 
washes and arl'Oyos that C01111cet with the Pahranagat Wash ephcmeral channel. Some or the 
alluvial arc highly inciscd, while others arc relatively smooth. 

The Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel runs through I'ahranagat Valley to the north. To the 
south, during large storm events (such as the IOO-ycar 1100(1), the Pahranagat Wash ephemeral 
channel may a tributary to the Muddy River hclore it enters the Colorado River at Lake Mead, 
an interstate water. There arc several other large trihutariesjoining with the I'ahranagat Wash 
ephemeral channel to the Arrow Canyon Wash, which Ilows into the Muddy River. The 
Kane Springs Wash runs l1'om northeast to southwcst along the Kane Springs Wash liudt 
between the Delamar and Mcadow Valley mountains. It is a dry wash that is a tributary to the 
Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channcl. 

The Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel is typically dry; however, during Imge storm eYents, it 
may carry large Ilows. The IOO.. year maximum peak discharge in the Pahranagat Wash 
ephemeral channel has been estimated to be about IO,non to IS,oon cis at the Stale Routc Ii,S 
crossing in Clark C'ounty. A IO·year event estimated to have a magnitude or about 4,273 cis. 
The IO-year evcnt would be contained within existing channels and drains through the existiug 
culvcrts under State Route lilS. Larger events could exceed thc capacity or the existing culverts 
and may result in slanding water upgradicnt or State Route 16S. 

Surlilce noli's inthc I'rojeci Area arc gcncrntcd local precipitation lililing within the area or 
rrom precipitalion railing in the Sheep Range to thc west, the Mcadow Valley Mountains to 
cast. and their respective alluvial Runorr li'om precipitation lidling in the Sheep Mountains 
or associated alluvial flows across coalescing alluvial {o Pahranagat 
ephemeral channel. The alluvial surlilccs arc broad, gcnily sloping to the cast with a high 
density or small braided channels. 



On lhe west side the ephemeral ehannel, eulverts (ranging in size 
24 inehes to 7 reel in diameter) under U.S. control the stonmvater flows the Sheep 

to thc Development Arca. Stonmvater flows the coalescing alluvial are 
interceptcd a large ditch paralleling the entire length west side U.S. Hwy Water 
enters the ditch and flows along until it encounters a culvert under U.S. Hwy Thcsc culvcrts 
control the hydrology of the descrt dry washes cntering the Pahranagat Wash ephemeral ehanncl. 
Similarly, stormwatcr !lows lI'omthe Mcadow Valley Mountains arc altered by herms associatcd 
with Old 

The drainagcs crossing U.S. gcnerally do not !lOll' cvcry year. Rather they flow 
periodically during large localized regional rain events that typically occur during the wintcr 
months (January through March) or during localized summer thunderstorms (July and August) 
((National Oceanic Atmosphcrie Administration [NOAA I ; pcrs. comm. Nick McMurray, 
NDOT, quarterly observations 200 I lhrough 2005, pel's. conlin. Lynn Zonge, citcd 
in The HuJ'linan Broadway Group, Inc. and 2(07). 

Only during very large storm cvents (IOO-year events or largcl') would the Pahranagat Wash 
ephemcral channel the potential continuous !low to the Muddy River, before it enters 
tbe Colorado River at Lake Mcad, an interstate water. Thc Pahranagat Wash ephemcral channel 
enters the North Fork orthe Muddy River (via thc Arrow Canyon Wash) downstream 
Development Area. Sevcral other large tributarics join with the Pahranagat Wash ephemcral 
channclto lonn the Arrow Canyon Wash, which flows into the Muddy River during periods 
heavy prccipitation. The conflucncc is ncar, but upgradient of, the numerous springs that 
represcnt thc headwaters the North Fork the Muddy River. Thc Mcadow Valley Mountains, 
southeastcl'l1 quadrant, contains numcrous additional cphemeral, dry wash channcls that also 
convey stonnwater to the North Fork of the Muddy River. The Mcadow Valley Wash, a major 
tributary to thc Muddy River, cnters the Muddy River channel above Glcndale, Nevada. 

Pro;ect Flood COl/trol MellsllI·e.,' 
Thc dcsert dry washcs on the alluvial do not thc capacity to adequately convey 
1100dwaters through the Devclopmcnt Area and could endanger the health, safcty, and 
residents within the Developmcnt Area dming a 1100d cvcnt. Somc orthc desert dry washcs 
would nced to relocatcd and enlargcd to meet acccptable 1100d conditions and comply with 
EPA and Slate or Nevada stonmvaler regulations and wilh Lincoln County requirements for 
1100d control structures and lheir maintenance. The following clements arc includcd. 

1111 ('1'111i01/ US 
Portions or desert dry washes would necd to bc filled to dcvclop the proposcd town, Unavoidable 

to WOUS as a rcsult construction activitics arc summarized in thc following tablc. 
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Table 5 Proposed Modification to WOUS Under the Preferred Alternative 

Lincoln County Leascd Lands 
Impact 
Project Developmcnt BLM Utility 

21.1 5.1 o 
disturbed 
WOUS 

Avoided 20.9 o 
WOUS 

6.6 
Existing 
Total 42 5.1 

WOUS

Restored o
 3,6 
WOUS 

Total 
s 

53.7 

52.4 

thc maxinllull extent practieahle, CSI would preser've and maintain the lirst flow 
within the Palmlilagat Wash ephemeral channel. As agreed with Lincoln Coullty, CSI may 
propose lilcilitics improvements that do 1I0t hinder the now of ft'equent storm events 
year storms 01' less) within the I,rst now channel. StOl'lllwater from the resl of development 
would be routed stonnwater facilities described below 10 avoid being diverted into the existing 

flow channel, 'l'his is expected to minimize olTsite runoff impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

Upon completion construction, stormwater would be managed through a variety of nood 
control fileilities, ineluding detention basins, constructed washes olher fileilitics that col1eet 
storm water alld al10w sediment to !i'om stonmvater prior to entering any jurisdictional 
waterway. Delineation ofWOUS within the Project Area (Development Area, CSllease land, 

Utility Corridor) was completed in 2007 (Hurtinan-l3roadway Grollp Rei 
200'1), 

II 11.1' 

C'SI would develop integrated sub-regional stl1l'mwater control lilcilities to address both olT,de 
al1uviallim stormwater that crosses the Development Area and onsite stonnwater generated 
within the Development Area. Flood storage and conveyance lileililies would be constructed 
both in the Ulility Corridor west oI'U.S. Hwy 93 and within the Development Area. 

Flood storage and conveyance facilities within a secondary system ol'naturalized low flow 
channels would be designed, Additioual !low capacities may be conveyed within a series 

flood control lakes that may be built in conjunction with an Aquil'er 
Recharge Program described in Chapter 534 to control excess flood nows 
north, west, and cast, and the back flow condition li'Omthe south ol'the planned eomlllunity, 

Up to eight detention basins with trash racks and sediment storage ofTsite storlll flows could 
be buill west oI'U,S, I1wy 93 wilhinthc Utility Corridor, fllilowing approval ol'a right-or:· 
way application that would with the HUv!. Potentialloentions of these basins arc shown 
on 3. Stortnwater would be eol1eeted along the west side oI'U.S, l1ighway 93 and 
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conveyed 10 dclcntion basins needed 10 control peak nows and protecl U.S. Ilighway 93, the 
gencral public, and drainage improvements. These detention faeililies would be designed to 
address Ihe IOO-year !low evenl the respeclive sub-hydrologic basins and subsequently 
control the pcak nows conveyed Ihrough Ihe Development Area. The delcntion basins would 
help to preserve Ihe highway, which currently is subjecl 10 being washed out dming heavy 
storms. These detention basins and associatcd ditches could affeci up to 244 acres within the 
I3LM Utility Corridor. All dClention basins construcled within the BLM Utilily Corridor would 
not be covered under the CSI MSI1CP and associated ESA Seclion 10 Ilermit, bul, rather, would 
be addressed through Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. The construe lion of these 
detention basins is a component of the Preferred Alternative. 

('onstructed conveyance channels would transport Ihe on:site storm nows from the detention 
basins through Ihe Development Area. The IO-year event would be conveyed in the low now 
channel with over bank now Ihat in width necessary to convey the IOO-ycar storm. These 
constructed conveyance channels would be constructed, stabilized, and protccled li'om erosion 
with nalive rock and revegetated with native plant species (Figure 7). Several retention basins 
have becn proposed for conslruction within the Dcvclopment Area to relain stonnwatcr 
generated within the Developmcnt The shape and/or location of Ihese basins are 
subject to changc the design progresses. The retention basins lire designed to retainlhe 2-year, 
()-hour storm volume from the sile al build-out of the eOllJllJunity. The 2-year, 6-hom storm 
volume generated from within the Development Area would be collected, pretreated, and 
retained for subsequent reuse or inilitration within the Developmcnt Area. This volume would be 
obtained by creating a series or connected retention basins that in total would have the required 
retention volume. Stormwatel' volumes that exceed the 2-year, 6-hom storm event would 
released. The storm nows greater than Ihe 2-year event can be handled in several ways, 
described below. 

First, it is possible that only a portion orlhc devclopment would experience precipitation during 
a rainfall evenl. Tilererore, a majority of the flows would be rerouted to a specillc rclention 
basin, allowing olher retention basins to be underutilized during certain storm events. The 
purpose or allowing !lows to be routed to additional retention basins is 10 much storm 
!low possible. If only one constructed conveyance channel is collecting stormwater run-ofr 
and Ihe is greater than the 2-year storm, a portion ofthe storm flows could be retained 
within the downstream basins that arc nol receiving storm now. The routing or these flows out of 
Ihe rclention basins would bc done with the usc of control weirs placed elevations, such thai 
basins at the 2-year capacily would outflow at specillc points into the Palmlilagat Wash 
ephemeral channel, as well as into a collection channel that would route the to Ihe next 

retention basin. 

The channels and weirs would be lined 10 prevent erosion during operation. The type and extent 
of the crosion prolection would bc determined during the design of the Erosion 
protection may inelude one or several methods, including rip-rap, waterproof and/or erosion 
membranes, vegetation, turfreinlt)rcement, gab ions, grouted rip-rap, concrete, or othcr methods. 
The exact crosion control mcthod would be chosen based on now velocities and acsthetics. 
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Additional relcntion would be provided witbinthe eomll1lulity utilizing various golrcourse and 
park lakes. The volume orthis dependent on the height lake's banks and 
water surl:lee elevation at the time or the evenl. 

3.1.9 Floodplain Values 
proposed Project would ensure that the l100d and storm water retention capacity the site is 

maintained and protected. The addition 110od/stormwater retention/detention ponds along 
with the larger constructed by county will expand the wash habitatwhilc 
enhanei ng 1100d cont 1'0 I capac ity. 

Cor "natural" substrates along lhan and 
will retain the existing permeability with the potential to improve water runolTquality (Figme 9). 
CSI's proposed 1100d control management system will include a naturalized system 
constructed washes, well and ponds and other naturalized retention I:leilitics that will create a 
sustainable corridor oropen space, recreational uses, and wildlire habitat (Figures 3 and 8). 
Thcse storlmvatcr retention areas will ensure that any sedimentation rromwithin developed areas 
is separated by implementing the Iileilities outlined above and protected the Pahranagat 
Wash ephemeral channel. 

3.1.10 Land Use 
Detailed descriptions land use can be J"ound hy reading the dran FIS and MSHCP (scc 
Exhibits I and 2). A relerenee guillc to the location this int()l'Illation is in 
1()lIowing. 

..... of 

lu 

4.11 &4.11.1 
Land Usc 

Dran MSHCP ..
2.1.7&2.1.8 

3.1.11 Navigation 
no navigable on 

Shore Erosion and Accretion 
There arc no existing permanentnalural or nHlIl·made sml:lee water bodies on the sileo 
Thererorc, no impacts to erosion/accretion processes arc anlicipated as a result oJ"the 
Projcct. 

3.1.13 Recreation 
Reercational t'lcilities, which may include an amusemcnl park and open space, such golr 
courses, parks, sporls wash eonidors, anti trails (i.e., hiking, horseback riding, walking 



biking, etc.) would constructed and maintaincd to scrve future residents visitors. Parks, 
rccreational and open space would be constructcd in a phased approach: 

•	 Before thc pcrmit is issued for the I,OOOlh residential unit, 10 of parks, recreational 
open space would be 

•	 Before the permit is issued for the 5,OOO'h residential unit, 50 acres of parks, recreational 
opcn space would constructed. 

•	 Before the permit is for the IO,OOO'h residential unit, ]00 aeres of parks, 
recreational facilities, and open space would be constructed. 

•	 Arter the pcrmit for the IO,OOO'h rcsidcntialunit is issued, CSt would construct 50 acres 
of parks, recreationalltlcilitics, open spacc bel(lre the issuancc of the permitl()J' every 
5,O(J()'h successive residential unit. 

•	 For every 20,OOO'1t successive residentialuoit (and before the permit is issued), CSI 
would construct a public leisure pool and recreation center (subject to county design 
approval). 

Amenities that may be included in each park, recreational f11cility, or open spacc arc turf arcas, 
trees, irrigatioll, playground apparatus, playl1clds, play picnic areas, other recreational 

equipmcnt dcsigncd to serve the residcnts. CSI could also construct include 
stOrtllwatcr detention basins. drainage chanllels, and tloodways in parks, recreational facilities. 
and open space, ifall required approvals to be obtained. 

courses and sports fields would be to avoid impacts to preserved WOUS. It is 
anticipated that restored WOUS would be incorporated into golfeourses and park f11eilitics. The 
golfcourses could have up to 162 holes of golf related f11cilities. An additional nine holes of 
golf related filcilities per each group of2,O()O residential dwclling units (developed or 
constructed) may be developed, iI' either: I) treated effluent were primari Iy used to irrigate any of 
the additional holes or 2) CSlwcre to acquire additional watel' appropriation permits issued by 
the Nevada State Engineer and could adequately meet the irrigationnceds of the goifeolll'se. 

The CSJ lands are adjacent to BLM and USFWS lands. Thc USFWS lands west of U.S. Hwy 
arc the Desert National Wildlile Rangc, which provides opportunities lor camping, hiking, 
backpacking, horscback riding, and bird watching. Limited hunting for bighol'll shccp is also 
allowed. Mormon Well Road providcs access into the U.S. Ilwy (USFWS No 

Two areas of critical environmental concern (ACECs) arc on dircctly adjacent I3LM lands: Kane 
Springs Mormon rVlcsa, while Coyote Spring ;\C12C is ncarby. These ACECs allow all 
consumptive recreation lise (e.g" backpacking, horseback riding, 
bird-watching). Casual (non-organized) OHV use is limited to roads vehicle trails designated 

OHV usc. These areas arc closed to speed competitive OHV usc and are closcd to organized 
OHV events March 15 to June 15 Angust 31 to October 15 (BLM 20(0). 

Other nearby BLM lands inclndes the Mcadow Valley Range Wilderness to the cast and the 
Arrow Canyon Wilderness to thc south. These areas wilderness rccrcational expericnces 
and arc closed to mechanized and motorized vehicles. Hunting, fishing, and trapping arc allowed 

28 



.. ...••.•.••__•••_~ ~_~.~. • •._.-._.w.". ~_ "

according to state or Nevada regulations No datc). The Mcadow Valley Range Wilderness 
hy up to I(ane Springs Wash on the northeastern cornel' or the 

CSI lands. The Arrow Canyon Wilderness is (i'om State Route 168 to the south or the 
CSI lands. 

In addition to County required parks and other private !'lcilities planned by CSI, areas adjacent to 
the Protective l3urrer thatwil! be implemented to the Pahranagat Wash ephemeral 
channel will provide a variety of opportunities for recreation and open spacc. CSlwil1 provide 
additionalrccreationa! opportunities, including those activities outlined above, the or 
the community and the region. 

3.1:14 Water Supply and Conservation 
Descriptions orwatcr supply and conscrvation by various topics can by reading the 
dran MSHCP (sec Exhibits I and 2). The approach CSI is that impacts to WOUS will 
not cause significant downstream environmental impacts. A reference guide to the location or 
this in!(ll'Illation is in . 

I.) of Existing Conditions• ••• 

l)oruIHcnt
- - .. _

Dran MSIICP 4.IA 

Water Treatmcnt Dran MSIICP 4.1.3.6 & 

3.1,15 Water Qnality. There arc no water quality data availablc I'ahranagat Wash 
ephemcral channel 01' other desert dry washcs in the Project Area due to the ephenlerainalllre or 
these drainages. These cphcmcralwashes would be impacted only by brier flow periods during 
storm events. The Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel, which one the tributaries during 
large storm events (such the IOO-year 1100d), to the Muddy River (via the Arrow Canyon 
Wash), enters the North Fork or the Muddy River approximately 17miles downstream or the 
Development Area. The conlluenee near but upgradient or the numerous springs thaI represent 
the and contribute perenniaillow into the North Fork or the Muddy River. The 
Mcadow Valley Mountains contain numerous additional ephemeral ehanllels that also convey 
stOrillwatcr to North Fork Mthe Muddy River. The Mendow Valley Wash, a major tributary 
to the Muddy River, enters Muddy River channel above Glendale, Nevada. 

Water quality during storm events in the Pahranagat Wash ephemcral channel. which may Ilow 
dnring signiilcant (IOO-year or greater) events to the Mnddy River, inlluenecd by the natural 

yield orlhe watershed, as local rUllorrli'om U.S. Hwy 93. Existing stOrlllwater 
Ilows apparently have high sediment yields based on observed sediment deposition along U.S. 
Ilwy storms and the subsequent required removnl by NDOT (ENTRIX et al. 200S). 
Nevada has listed the Muddy River under CWA 303(d) as an WaleI' select 
pollutants or stressors oreoneern (NDEI' 2002). The Muddy River, a perennial river, 

17 miles downstream or the Development Area. The numerous perennial springs 
thai reed into the North Fork or the Muddy River are recognized the or the 
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Forie Pahranngnt ephemernl channel may contribute ephemeral flows to the North Fork 
only during significant (100··year 1100d or greater) storm events. The Mendow Valley 
major tributnry, contributes percnnial 110w to the Muddy River its eon11uenee nbovc Glcndale, 
Nevada. 

Nevndn Administrntive Codc Scction 445A.21 0 deseribcs watcr quality standards lor thc Muddy 
the Glendalc Bridgc to the river sourcc. NAC 4451\.211 describes the water quality 

standards Lakc Mcad to Glendnle. Both reaches of the Muddy River have becn plnced on 
Nevada 303(d) list for impaired wnters. NAC 445A.21 0 (Source to Glendale) water quality is 

for total iron, tempcrature, and total phosphorus. NAC 445A.211 (ellcndale 10 Lake 
watcr quality is impaircd total boron, total iron and tcmperature. 

Nl'DES 
EPA Corps rcsponsible for administration of the Clean Water Act (CWA), which 

established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NpDES) pcrmit prognlm 
the Section 404 permit program. NDEP been delegated the authority to administer the 
NpDES permit prognlm in Nevada. Regulatory permits that regulate temporary construction 
activities and long-term operation of the improvements required to control discharge of 
pollutants and protect surl'lce waters arc dcscribcd bclow: 

•	 Tcmporary Work in Waterways Permit: This project-specific permit is required for 
construction activities in and nlong waterways. The permit requircs construction to be 
implcmented in a manner 10 preserve water quality, control erosion and sedimentation, 
stabilize chnnnel bnnks, restore riparian vegelntion, managc project dewatering 
during construction. 

•	 Stonllwater Gcneral Permit NVR 100000: This permit applies to construction activities 
industrial nctivitics such temporary concrete. asphalt material plants 

assoeiatcd with the constrnction projcct. Permit conditions rcquire preparation of 
Swppp identifies potentinl sources ofpollutiou, specifics tcmporary 
mcasures to prevent erosion minimize sediment transport, stabilizc disturbed soils, 
establishes methods to control hazardous materials and other waste. 

•	 General Permit for Dischargc from Small Mnnicipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems, 
NVS 040000: This pcrmit applies to small municipalities outsidc oI'urban areas with a 
population of least 10,000. The regulations require a SMS 4 managcmcnt program to 
address six program clements that, when implcmcntcd in concert, arc cxpccted to achicve 
a significant rcduetion of pollutants discharged to snrlilee watcrs. The six elements arc I) 
publie education, 2) publie participation, 3) illicit discharge delection and elimination, 
4) construction site runoff control, 5) post-construction runoff control, and 6) pollution 
prevention/good housekeeping. 

•	 Under Sections 404 and 40 I of CW A, tbe Corps and/or the NDEp have jurisdiction 
ovcr WOUS. Under authority granted witbin Section 40 I of the CW A, the NDEP 
Bureau of Water Quality Planning requires application a Watcr Quality Certification 
concurrcntly with all Section 404 pcrmits. Adoption of moasures to protect water quality 

minimize disturbance within WOUS constitute evaluation criteria. 

I illcolll ('oullly\.( II' :\ppli':;llinll I!' Applicalion l). 12-200" 30 



___

Direel 
0 typiea I poll utants contai in storm water runo st reets and parki ng 

areas into surl'lee waters, without implementation oCBMl's, would directly impact WOUS. CSI 
has prepared a long-term, post-construction stonnwater management plan lilr Development 
Area that would contl'Olthe release oCpollutants into sur",ce waters. The Coyole S/lrillg.\' Ulli'OllI 
COIIIIIV Mallagelllelli Plall addresses the SMS 4 program elements noted in the 
evaluation criteria. The SWPPP establishes milestones that must accomplished lor each the 

program e1emcnts. The SMS 4 program recognizes that when these six clements, which 
includes structural and institutional BMPs, arc implemented in concert, a signiJicant reduction 
pollutants discharged to is expectcd. CSlwould submit a NOlto NDEp lor 
implementation the NVS 040000 (Jenera I Permit SMS 4 cntities. The permit contains 
monitoring, reporting, and rccordkeeping requirements that require submission reports to 
NDEp regarding the stalus oCthe various components the plan and any proposed 
modiJications. Implementation the Coyote Springs SWivll', Master SWPPP, and WOI'king ln
Waterway permits would reduce release oCpollulanls /i'om Development Area into 
WOUS subsequently Pahranagal Wash ephemeral channel. 

In the long IeI'm, natun,1 stormwator systems and regulations regarding management 
goll' courses and other manicured landscape areas would limit the potential nutrient rich 
runolTto enter surf"ce waters. Implcmcntation the SWivll' and Bivll' would produce slight 
positive elTcets on the hydrology in the Development Area by controlling pollutants. 

Illdireel .. 

discussed in the Direct Effects section, the implementation of construelinn and post
construction structural and institutionall3MPs would manage stormwater pollutants concurrent 
with an in the number ol'urban sources that generate pollutants. Increased usc of 
vchicles in the area eould potentially increase any potential hydrocarbon contamination. 

CSI reeognices the need to protect the ground water quality waters ol'the State 
of Nevada. In order to protect water quality and conserve waleI' resources, all 
(domestic and commercial) would collected lor tertiary treatment, disinlCcted, stored, and 
subsequently reused within or outside oCthe Development Area. A scwage collection system 
would convey wastewater to treatment I'lcilities. The ",cility may usc Membrane l3ioreaetor 
tcchnology to provide tertiary treatment produce effluent with a CBOD TSS less 
1.0 mg/I, respectively and total nitrogen in the range of 5.0 to mg/1. This quality effluent 
would be rcuse on goll'eourses and landseapc areas consistent with NDEI' efnuent 
reusc rcquirements would not degrnde water qualily resources. 

As noted above, the I'ahranagat Wash cphemeral channel only connects with the Muddy River 
during major storm events (I OO year !lood events 01' greater). Therefore, it is unlikely that the 
Pahranagat Wash ephcmend flows may reaeh rVluddy River would have a signitlcant 
in!luence on the water quality database that rcsulted in the listing. Avoidance, 
minimizatioll, mitigation sediment ICIlCillg would 

to loll' levels entering the Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel; this sediment potential 
associated contaminants unlikely to 17 to the Muddy River. 



Qllillill' Pmleclioil COllslmclioll 

•	 A SWPPP in <\ccordance with Section 402 of the Federal Clean Water Act and any 
state/local requirements would bc implemented during construction to minimize impacts 
to water quality. 

•	 Contractors would be requircd to use standard erosion control best managemcnt praetiecs, 
including silt fcneing, sediment traps, vegetated buffers, sand tilters, grassed filter strips, 
bio-retention structures, soil roughening on grade,l sites, and earthcn perimeter dikes, 
near ephemeral washes and disturbed sites to control sediment gencration and transport. 

•	 Construction site waste management would be rcquired, including: I) covered trash 
containers; 2) li'equent sehedulcd collcctions; 3) oil and fucl products in covered arca 
with dikcs in to contain spills during reilieling; 4) immediate clean-up of spills; and 
5) vehicle washing and maintenance areas in appropriate areas whcrc untrcatcd 
disehargcs can bc captured. 

•	 Construction would be sequcnccd to avoid large cxpanses of gradcd, vacant land. 

•	 Worker Environmental Awareness Training lor allmanagcrs and employecs (whethcr 
they arc employcd by CSI or a third party) would be required bclore a manager or 
cmployee is allowcd to work on-sitc. During the training, the managers and employees 
would be informcd that they may be removed from the sitc and/or prohibited Ji'om 
returning to the site if they [;1ilto comply with all applicable environmcntallaws, 
regulations, pcrmits, plans and programs governing activity in the project. 

•	 CSI would bire staff or contract with a third party to monitor construction activities to 
protcet the Pahranagat Wash cphemeral channel. 

•	 A Chemical Application Management Plan (CHAMP) would be developed and employed 
at each golf course to minimize the impacts pesticides, fertilizers and other turf 
111tlllagcIllcIlt !)I'acliees. 

tvIitigationmeasures orthe various projects would minimize and avoid effects to water quality. 
Potential spills would bc avoidcd and minimized during construction so as to not affect water 
quality. Tcmporary sedimentation etrcets would be mitigated lor through construction timing 
during no !low periods, sedimcnt traps, fencing, and other measures. Other measures would 
minimize and avoid potential spills during construction from affecting water quality, Effects to 
water qualily would therefore not significant. 

No signi IIcant impacts to water quality arc anticipated as a result of the proposed Project. 
Construction will be done in accordance wilh an approved Storm Water I'ollulion Prevention 
Plan (SWI'PI') and any locally required erosion control measures. Aner construction is 
complete, stormwalcr will be managed onsite through the usc of the naturalized system 
constructed washes, wetland ponds and other retention/detention facilities to reduce erosion and 
sedimentation and remove olher potentially harmful nutricnts before Ihey enter the Pahranagat 
Wash ephemeral channel. Wastewater will be handled nsing an onsite treatment facility that 
mects all applicable water quality standards. Aner water is treated to tertiary stand:mls with 
wastewater t,\cility, treated waler will be stored in effluent ponds that will be separated from the 
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storm water m'lIwgement system in accordance with NOEl' standards, In addition, golf 
courSes will employ 13est Management Practices (I3MPs) regarding the usc ofchcmicals lurf 
IllallHgclllC111. 

3.1.16 Energy Needs 

Detailed descriptions of energy nceds by various topics can be found by reading tbe dmn lilS 
and MSIICI' (sec Exhibits I and 2), A relcrenee guide to the location ol'this is 

inlhc following. 

Natural Gas 

Documcnt In 

Dran EIS 

EIS 

Scction 

4,13,2 

3.1.17 Safety 

Worker salety training, Occupational Salcty and Administration applicable regulations, 
and safcty equipment would utilized to minimize the need Illr emergency medical services 
during construction, As of its obligations under development agreemcnt with Lincoln 
County, CSI will also provide nlcilitics lire and cmergency services, and police within the 
Development Area phased in with development. If a health care cmcrgency associated with the 
construction of the "mjeet should arisc, it would be treatcd at the nearest appmpriatc mcdical 

in Las Vcgas or North Las Vegas until such timc those nlcilitics would be provided by 
CSltown development immedialely to the south ill Clark County or onsite, 

3.1.18 Food and Fiber PrOduction 
The site not presently utilized growing crops or Iibcr. 

3.1.19 Mineral Needs 
Other than typical aggregate minerals and operations, there arc no known, economically viable 
mincral opcrations that could be conducted the site, CSI will couduct any aggregate 
operations outside of the Palmlllagat Wash cphemeral channel 100 foot setback, 

3.1.20 Considerations of Property Ownership 
A list of adjoining property owners is in 3, The Project bounded by 
Ilighway on the wcst, additional lands owned by ('SI andthc federal govcrnment On the 
sonth, and lands by the federal government on the cast. Lands across US to 
the west arc primarily owned by the Icderal government and arc not developed, except for 
underground utilities and ovcrhead transmission lines, The only privatcly held 
Wcstern Elite Landtlii. No to adjacent/nearby propcrty owncrs arc anticipated as 

the Project with the exception or the possible constrnction of 8 detention basins which 



will be constructed in the Nevada Departmcnt of Transportation right of way and lands own 
by 

3.1.21 The General Needs and Welfare of the People 
The Nevada State Demographer predicts the population in sOllthern Nevada will increase by over 
1.1 million people between 2003 and 2024. Clark County Comprebensive Planning growth 
projection data estimates that by 20 I0 tbe Clark County population will reacb 1,945,409, up 
total of I 1.4 percent (i'om 2004. Annual increase percentages taper slightly unti I the growth 
projection estimate end date 01'2035, when annual growth projected to be 1.44 pcreent, the 
population 2,796,596. (Clark County Comprehensive Planning website accessed 21,2(05). 
In order to meet the general needs and welillre of existing residents newcomers, affordablc 
housing, employment, reasonable cost of living available services must be The 
reader is also reterrcd to Sections 2.3, Purpose Need, Section 3. J .2, Economics. 

Availability of Affordable 1I0usiug. A critical economic consequence to bc considcrcd 
includes recent increases in housing prices in Southern Nevada. Based on recent data, the 
Vegas Valley experiencing a greater inllux of people to the area than currcnt housing 

land lor developmcnt can support. Large parccls 1'01' development arc scarce with 
approximately of the County's lands being held in private ownership. The valley is entirely 
surrounded by lederally managed land, with the exception ofthc disposal lands. Dcnnis 
Smith of Home Builders Rcscarch, Inc. of Las Vegas, Ncvada (HBR) cstimates that the Las 
Vegas Valley within a (ell' years of running out of lands suitable private developmcnt 
without furthcr legislation Ii'om Congress. 

Thc lack of available has grcatly impacted the land supply-demand chain in Southern 
Nevada causing rapid incrcases in home prices over past (ell' years, a trcnd that is expected to 
continue. According to HBR, median prices for new homos increased from S186,800 in 2002, to 
S209,000 in 2003 and, most recently, to S290,300 in 2004, a year-to-year increase of over 40 
percent. Furthermore, HBR projects that median new home prices will increase through 2006 to 
S345,000. 

As housing prices in Southern Nevada are rapidly escalating, an<mlable housing opporlunities 
lor residents continuc to deeline. The Southern Nevada economy is driven by lourism/gaming 
and the associated employment base is consequently wcighted towards lowcr to mid-level paying 
service jobs in the entertainment retail sectors. In general, the desirable ratio for home 
anordability is not more than three times income (Clark County Comprehensive Planning 
wcbsitc). For example the median price ofa housc in Vegas in 2003 was SI66,630, nearly 
lour times the median family income ofS44,078 
Pcople moving into Southern Nevada will need housing that meets their income level. The 
Project is anticipated to bene lit socioeconomic conditions within the region through the 
development of additional anordable housing in the Southcrn Nevada with home prices starting 
anywhcre pcrcent below eUlTent home prices within thc Las Vegas Valley. 

Employmcnt Opportnnitics. Historically, the economics of rural Southern Nevada have heen 
based 011 mining, agricultural and governlllent seclorjobs. A large percentage government 
sector jobs are tile Department 01' Energy's Nevada Test Site. State and lederal government 
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agencies also have a signilieant numbcr or in rural Southertl Nevada. mining 
industry the agricultural based industries arc in signi depressions, which 
region's rural economy. Unemployment ratcs arc still high the area. A substantial portion or 

rural Southern Nevada work loree presently works in Vegas metropolitan area due to 
lack ol'employment opportunities closer to thcir homes. 

Signilieant positive Iiseal impacts in orncw jobs in a rcsult or 
proposed Project. New retail, commercial and industrial developmcnl in project will 

pl'Ovide regional shopping opportunities a new mix or employmenl 1'01' rural Southern 
the community its economy mature, the population base will divcrsi ry [0 

or local industry and residenlial demands. The proposed project will result in a sell: 
reliant community its own economic base community racilities supporting 
region, which lacks many orthcse community Illcilitics economic opportunities today. 

Scrviccs aud lufrastructure. In addition, lojob in rural areas or Southern Nevada 
currently lack these opportunities; projcct brings Illrlher extension 01' or utility 
services to underservcd portions or these rural areas. In addition, signilicant positive Iiscal 

in or revenues arc expected in a rcsult orthe proposed projcct. 

The Project would gencmtc suhstantial economic activity in state, regional, 
economics through laxes and ancillary plll'chases or services during and aner 
eonst ruet ion. 

3.1.22 Compliance with EPA's 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
Central to 404(b)( I) Guidelines (Guidelines) is a hierarchical approach designcd to 
minimize impacts to wetlands and other waters ol'thc United Slates. Applicants arc required to: 
(I) avoid impacts were possible; (2) minimize impacts thai cannot avoided; 

compensate any remaining impacts that can ncither be avoided nor minimized to 
insigniticant level. discussed below, CSI dcsigned proposcd Project in 
with this approach. 

3. I. 22(a) Avoidlillce: AlteJ'l/ath'l! Sites 
The Guideli nes slatc that "... no or dredged or till material shall be pcrmittcd iI' there 
is a praeticable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less advcrsc impact on 

aquatic ecosystem, so long altcrnative docs not have other signitieant adverse 
environmental I\n alternative is considered .• if it is 

orbeing done aner taking into consideration cost, existing lechnology and logistics in 
oroverall project purposes."1 

Applicant's overall projeet purpose is to dcvelop a new town in Lincoln County comprising 
a planned community (residential housing; mixed-usc urban villages; public buildings, and 
public I'tcililies' commercial and light industrial development; hotcls, resorts, and casinos) 
within a olle hOllr ('rom Las arca. 

" ('.F.R. 230.10(01). 

DO.10(a)(2). 



Thc proposed ncw lown devclopmcntwould include residential housing, mixed-use urhan 
villagcs, puhlic buildings, other public Iilcilitics, and othcr uscs as the community maturcs. 
Commcrcial and light industrial dcvclopmcntwould occur to support the local community. A 
hotel/rcsort arca, including casinos is planncd. Roads and bridges would be conslructed. 
RccreationallilCilitics (golf courses, parks, playl1clds, trails and opcn spacc areas will scrvc 
residcnts and visitors. Utilities and othcr infrastructure will be dcvelopcd to scrve the master 
planned community. Thcse would includc powcr sanitary scwer and wastcwatcr 
lrcatmcnt facilitics, s!onllwalcr solid wastc disposaltl'ansfcr stations, and 
lclccommnnicalions Watcr supply development, treatmcnt and production facilities, 
monitoring wclls, storagc facilitics, and transmission and distribution ftlcilitics also arc covcrcd 
activitics. Flood control structurcs would bc developcd. Resource managemcnt fcaturcs arc an 
important componcnt of the proposcd community dcvclopmcnt. Thcse featurcs includc a re
alignmcnt ofthc cxisting land owncrship, cstablishmcnt ofrcsourcc protection corridors 
associatcd with cphcmcral channels, and dcsignation of a rcsource managemcnt area. 

Componcnts of the planncd dcvelopmcnt include: I) community development and construction 
activitics, 2) rccrcational facilitics and opcn spacc, 3) utility and public transportation 
int"astructurc, 4) watcr supply managcmcnt, 5) 1100d control mcasures, and 6) rcsourcc 
managcmcnt fcaturcs. Thesc dcvclopment componcnts and associated developmcnt activities arc 
summarizcd in thc tablc below. 

II 

Community Dcvelopmcllt 
Construction Activities 

.. 

Recreational and 

l.llilit)' 

LHlld 
Public Building Land 

and R Usc 
COllllllercial Light Industrial Land 
Roadway Construction 

...
Golf 

(Electric :lIld 

water 

Solid 

Production 
l'vlonitorillg 

Distribution 
Water Distribution 

-------
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CSI selectcd the Project Development Area (scc Figures 2 and principally beeausc ofsit.e, 
accessibility, tbe potential economic develol)Jl1cnt and delivery watcr supply to 
support development and bas a strong potential for fcderal agcney approval to be covered by a 
Section I() permit aud au approved babitat conservation plan or Illulti··species habitat 
conservat ion plan, appropriate. 

In light of the requirement that be "available and capable of being donc allcr 
taking into considcration cost, cxisting technology and logistics in light ol'<)\'crall Projcct 
purposes," it is inhcrent in Ihis Project purpose that alternative sites meet the ft)lIowing criteria: 

I.	 privntcly held or available acquisition, 

2.	 sizc to meet the Project purpose and be able to be devclopcd at 
comparable eosl. 

Havc adcquatc road inlhtstrueture for existing aCceSs to the site, 

4.	 Have access to permilted and ccrtificated water rights sunlcient to serve the community 
econom iea II y, 

And, be located within I'!ncoln County, or clsewhere within the State of Nevada in an 
area not subject to Endangered Species Act restrictions, or ifsubjcct to restrictions it 
has a strong potcntial for federal agency approval to be covercd by a Section I() permit 
and approved habitat conservation plan or multi-speeics habitat conservation plan, 
appropriate. 

In addition to Ihe criteria to considered in evaluating Project alternatives, 
Guidelines state that: 

Where the aClivity associated with a discharge which is proposed for a special aquatic site 
[e.g., wetlands] docs not require access or proximity to or siting withinlhe special aquatic 

in question 10 its basic purpose (i.e., is not 'water dependent'), practicable 
alternatives that do not involve special aquatic sites arc presumed to be available, unless 
e1early demonstrated otherwise. In addition, where a discharge proposed a special 
aquatic site, all practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge which do not involve a 
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discharge into specia l aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impac t on the 
aquati c ecosystcm, unless elearly demonstrated otherwise. R 

These "clearl y demonstnlled" rcquirements genera ll y referred to as rebuttable presumptions, 
i.e., they increasc the burden of proof for the apillicantto show that there is no practicable 
alternat ive to thc proposcd Project and its associated wctland impacts. This report emphasizcs 
that no wetlands (or other spccial aquatic sites) will be impacted by the proposed Projeel. 
Therefore, it is CS l's understanding th at the rebuttable presumption that there arc alternative 
sites availahle is not applicab le in this instance. 

Notwithstanding, the lower burden of proof applicable to the proposed Projec t, CS I conducted an 
extensive eva luat ion of potential alternati ve si tes wi th the assistance of Robcyn, LLC of Las 
Vegas, Nevada. Rohcyn, LLC is lead ing expert in the availability large land parcels for 
acqu isition or exchange in Southern Nevada. 

The principals of Robcyn, LLC arc Mr. Barry Stubbs and Mr. Mike Ford. Mr. Stubbs has lived 
in Southern Nevada since 1943 and is former real estate agent and Presidelll of Chicago Title in 
Las Vegas. He is currently principal of Robeyn, LLC and, along wi th Mr. Ford (fonner 
Deputy State Director BLM), manages major land acq uisitions for The Conservation Fund; a 
nationa l land conservation non-governmental orga nizat ion. 

Robcyn conducted a survey of large parcels within approx imately one hour's dri ve of Las Vegas. 
Due to the prevalence of federal land ownership in the lack of water ri ghts avai lab le for 
econom ic deli very, there arc no alternat ive si tes within Southern Nevada that are available, 
similar in nature and are ca llable of being done aner taking into consideration cost and logistics 
in light of overall Project However, that meet least one of the cri teria listed 
above were examined as potcntial altcrnatives for comparison. 

The only parccls of suffi cient size in the area are cu rrentl y owned by the federal governmen l. 
The transfer (disposal) of these lands is controlled by the Southern Nevada Puhlic Lands 
Management of 1998 (SNPLMA), as amended by Ihe Clark County Conservation of Public 
Land and Natural Resources Act 01'2002 (P.L. 107-282). The SNPLMA prov ides for the orderl y 
disposal of certain federal lands in Cla rk County, wi lhin the Land Disposal Boundary 
areas as sel forth in the Acts. Land tota ling approximate ly 50,000 acres is quali fi ed for disposal. 
The method of disposal has been through semi-annual public ora l auct ions, generally twice 
yearly in May & November. Typica ll y, the auctions arc fo r parce ls totaling less than 2,000 
acres. 

In the past, such lands were sometimes exchanged for other, privately held, lands, rather than 
through publi c auction. As previOllsly di scussed, the federal government ori ginally gai ned 
severa l thousand acres of wetland and potential wetl and habitat ndjacent to the Florida 
Everglades in exchange for the Coyote Springs property in this manner. However, BLM polic ies 
no longer allow such exchanges in Nevada. Hence, the only potent ia l way of acq uiring large 
parcels of land in the Las Vegas area suitable for the project purpose is through the public BLM 
auctions. 

230.10(a)(3). 
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With the primary initial criterion hcing properly size, parcels wcrc idcnti lied hy Roheyn and 
evalnated in comparison with the Coyotc Springs property. Rohcyn's The 
Broadway Group's evaluation or largc parcels in Vegas arca rcsnlted in the I'ollowing 
Jlndings: 
Allemalives al/d Dismissed 
l3ecanse or the prevalence or era I land ownership in Lincoln and adjacent counties and the 
lack or designated utility corridors hetween existing filcilities and the parcels,none orthe 
alternative sites evaluated in Southern Nevada were identilied viahle alternative sites. Without 
associated utility eorridors,none ol'thesc alternative locations could be supplied with power, 
water, and other necessary utilities. In addition, none sites were suitably configured lor the 
type or development planned or capable or accommodating the project purposc I'rom both a 
logistics and cost perspectivc. However, parcels meeting certain criteria were examined as 
potcntial alternatives comparison . 

Alternative developmcnt sitcs thatwcre considered dismissed arc discussed helow. These 
olle oCtile j()llowing reasons: 

• The altel'l1ative docs not satisl'y the pl'Oject's purpose and need. 
Less environmenlally damaging options arc available. 

• The alternative would cause unacceptable environmental, cultural or social impacts. 
• The alternative presents unaeeeptahle engineering risks or constraints with an associated 

in 

Thc development alternatives ineluded evaluation or dilTerent developmcnt locations. 
Important considerations in the cvaluation alternative locations were the sizc and acecssibility 
or alternat ive locat ions the ceonom ie avai I lityoI' sul'licient water supply inli'astructure to 
support development. To meet the project's purpose, the selected site would need to have 
adequate acreage to supportthc project. CSI conducted extensive evaluation or potential 
alternative sites with a Il)eus on large land parcels potentially available lor acquisition or 

in Southem Nevada within an approximate one hour's drive from Vegas. 

13eeausc orthe prevalence federal land ownership in the area and the lack of designated utility 
corridors between existing facilities the parcels, none of the alternative in 
Southern Nevada were idcntilied viable alternative sites. Without associated utility corridors, 
none or these altemative locations could be sllpplied with power, watcr, and other necessary 
utilitics. III addition, none the sites was suitably configured the type development 
planned and none was capable ol'accommodating project purposc both a logistics and 

perspective. However. parcels meeting cerlain criteria were examined as potential 
allcrnalives comparison. 

The Il)llowing paragmphs presentthc parcels evaluated and how they compared with the 
proposed project depicted by Figure 
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There are limited privately owned lands in Lincoln County (122,508 acres); the federal 
government administers percent of the land 1,455 acres) within the County boundaries. 
The following properties were considered: 

•	 The LCCRDA 01'2004 (Public Law 108-424) providcd for thc sale of 13,500 acres by 
open public auction, This property is located in southeastcrn Lincoln County adjoining 
the county line with Clark County immediately north of the City of Mesquite. A sale was 
conducted on February 2005, in which IJ,075 acres consisting of eight parcels were 
sold. The parcels ranged from to 4,357 acres and were bought by llve separate 
purchasers, Development plans for these parcels arc underway by the owners; therelure 
these parcels arc not avai lab Ie. 

•	 A Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the Ely District of the U,S. Bureau of Laud 
Management is presently under development which may designate additional lands 
disposal to private ownership. The RMP is schcduled in late 2007 or early 
2008. It is expectcd that lands which will made available for sale will be those that 
will promote community development in and around the small towns in the County and 
would be too small and scaltered to meet the Project's requirements. 

The only disposal activity prcscntly underway in Lincoln County involves land a proposed 
lecllllical park adjacent to the town of Alamo. 

Although the project purpose to develop a new town in Lincoln County, CSI examined 
neighboring counties for potential alternative sites, as discussed below. 

The current U.S. Bureau of Land Management Resource Management Plan the Pahrump 
Disposal Area in Nye County identilles a total 01'9,384,62 acres as available for 
disposal. The parcels arc sealtered around the perimeter of the private lands within the Pahrump 
Valley. No sales have been conducted and any held in the future will be as rcquestcd by thc local 
jurisdiction involved. Thcrelure, property to become available in the future unknown as to 
schedule and as presently deli ned is unsatisfactory in size and cOllllguratioll the Project. 
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'l'he l'ollowing parcels were idenli lied rrom Ihe Clark County Assessor records based on single 

or large acreage, Exhibit 5 provides a map showing where Ihese parcels are located. 
being the largest single parcel properties, were researched and evaluated, None were large 

enough to mcct the project's overall purpose, In addition, cven irlhe parcels were large enough 
to mcet the overall project purpose, developmcnt or anyone or the 9 parcels evalnated would 

in direct impacts to WOUS similar 10 proposed project. 

• Pan'el I (Assessor's Number (APN) O1l500002001 10,975 acres): Parcel I 
immediately north orNorlh Vegas ncar master planned communities cUlTently 
under construelion and/or proposed ncar the 215 llellway. The parcel is approximately 

size oflhe Development Area. However, it is vested inthc USA and outside 
the Disposall3oundary established in the SNPUvlA and would; require 

act of Congress become 

• Parcel 2 (APN O1l600002001 ··11,110 acres): wilh Parcell, thispareel locatcd 
immediately norlh Las Vegas ncar the masler planned communities currently 
under construction and/or proposed ncar the 215 l3eltway. Ilowever, it is also vested in 
the USA and is ontside the Disposal f30undary established in the SNPLMA and 
would; theref'ore, require an or to become available. It is also located ncar 
where several Las Vegas buckwheat plants (a BLM sensitive species recommended 
rull proteetion by the State or Nevada) have been located. 

• Parcel 3 (APN 14100001001··10,505 acres): This parcel is north or Lake Mead 
Boulevard and south or Nellis Air Force Base. The terrain is steepe!' than in the 
Development Area in Coyote Spring Valley, thereby limiting the amount or developable 
land. The parcel is also vested in the USA and outside the BLlvl Disposal Boundary 
establisllCd in the SNPLMA and would; the!'elil!'e, require act or Congress to become 
available. Its proximity to an active air base (Nellis Ai!' Force Base) also makes it 

housing, 

• Parcel 4 (APN 1410000200\ 11,457 acres): This parcel innncdiately south orParcc! 
3. such, its suitability 1'01' housing is similarly limited because or its steep terrain and 
proximity to Nellis Air Force Base. The parcel is also vested in tbe USA and is outside 
the BUvl Disposall3oundary established in SNPLMA and would; require 
all act to become available. 

• ParcelS (AI'N 02000001002·_·7,363 acres): This p'lrcel is north oru.s. llighway 
and the Las Vegas Paiute Indian This parcel significantly smaller in 
than the area proposed lilr development Coyote Springs, and access is limited, as 

no highway or major road leading to the properly. The parcel is also vested in USA 
and is outside the BLM Disposall3oundary established in the SNPLMA and would; 
t!lcrc!()l"c, require an or to become available. 
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•	 Parcel 6 (APN 02000002002 - 7,340 acres): This parcel is south of, and is similar in 
size to, Parcel 5. As such, it has the same size and access limitations. The parcel is also 
vested in the USA and is outside the BLM Disposal [3oundary established in the 
SNPLMA and would; therefore, require an act ofCongrcss to become available. In 
addition, ParcelS is within the Desert National Wildlife Range. 

•	 Parcel 7 (APN 08700002004 - 8,413 acres): This parcel is cast of U.S. Highway 95 and 
north of Floyd Lamb State Parle It has the samc size and access limitations Parcels 5 
and (l. The parcel is also vested in the USA and is outside the Disposal Boundary 
established in the SNPLMA and would; therefore, require an act of to become 
available. Parcel 7 is within the Desert National Wildlilc Rangc. 

•	 Parcel 8 (USA PatclIl 27-2003-0052 - 7,690 acrcs): This parcel was conveyed to the 
City of Mesquite on May 7, 2003, pursuant to the Mesquite Lands Act of 1988, Public 
Law 99-548, as amended by Section 121 of Public Law 104-208, dated September 30, 
1996, and as amcnded by Public 106-113, dated November 29, 1999, and Section 
209 of the Federal Land Management Act of 1976, (43 U.S.C. 1719), as amended. This 
propcrty consisted of numerous Assessor Parcel Numbcrs and is located within the city 
limits of Mesquite. The City immediately sold the majority ofthc property to residential 
and commercial real estate developers, rctaining a portion for a City-sponsored business 
park and, therelore, the land is not now available lor acquisition. In addition, this parcel 
is signilieantly smaller in size than the Developmcnt Area in Coyotc Spring Valley, and 
access limited, as there is no highway or major road leading to the property. 

•	 Parcel 9 (USA Patelll 27-2004-0104 5,752 acres): This parcel was conveyed to Clark 
County, Nevada pursuant to the Ivanpah Valley Airport Lands Tnmster Act 
24,2000,114 Stat. 1404 usc as an airport lilcility. Clark County is presently 
conducting relative studies for such usc. In the event that the land is not used the 
intended purpose, the propcrly will reverlto the USA and, there lore, is not available 
acquisition. [n addition, this parcel is signilicanlly smaller in size lhan the proposed 
location. 

In addition to the lack of availability and other shortcomings of the altcl'l1ative sitcs, the federal 
lands do not providc a reasonable altel'l1ative to the CSI site lor the lollowing reasons: 

The land is only offered tor auction aller the BLM and the applicable units of local government 
have jointly selected lands to be offcrcd for sale. This process results in tracts of land that the 
localjurisdielion determines can be serve,l by inthlslrueturc and public serviccs. Thcrclore, at 
each auction, scattered parcels throughout the County, of varying sizes and in scveral 
jurisdictions, arc offercd lor sale. Recent auctions of Clark County lands contained scveral 
parcels which wcre mostly smaller scattered parcels, with occasional parccls of scveral hundred 
acres lor master planned usage. This being somewhat representative of recent auctions, it is 

it is virtually imJlossible to an assemblage of parcels that would meet the 
purpose of the project. 
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In the last two public auctions under the Southerll Nevada Public Lands Managemcnt Act iu 
Clark County conducted by the U,S, [lurcau Land Managcment in November 2005 and 
August 2006, nincty-six percent the parcels offered werc ten acres or less, [n the 2005 
sale two large parcels were combined to total 2,654,95 acres in North Las Vegas, and one stalld 
alone parcel was 14.38 acres. The remaining seventy.. parcels were 10 acrcs or less. 

Locations in Nyc and Clark counties would not meet the project's objective providing 
residents and companies to support long-term economic viability in Lincoln County, 

A comparative analysis potential impacts to WOUS among altemativc sitcs in Lineo]n, Clark 
and Nyc Counties was also conducted, The 404(b)(I) Guidelines state that "... no discharge 
dredged or lill material shall be permitted there is a practicable altcmative to the proposed 
discharge which would have less advcrse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the 

c10es not other adverse environmental 'The 12 
locations determined to be potential altcmatives Ivcre examined using aerial 
photography, U,S, Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, and USGS National 
Hydrographic Data Sct (Figure 10). The only exceptions to this were I'areels/sites 5 and 6 where 
only topographic mapping was used due to the lack oCavailable orthorectilied aerial photography 
(Figures] 5 and 16). However, the USGS National Hydrographic Mapping Data Set showed 
mapped drainages being present on each these sites. 

Review topographic mapping and aerial photography revealed that 1001' the 12 sites (Figures 
11 18, 20 and 22) exhibited relatively steep topographic reliel' and associatcd valleys with 
alluvial similar to project site alternative in Lincoln County (Figure 23). 
Desert dry wash habitat containing potential WOUS was to be present within each these 
terrain Ceatures with the greatest concentration dry wash habitat occurring within the valley 
areas between clements steep topographic relicI'. Parcel 19 and the North BUyl Pahrump 
Disposal Lands (Figure 21) exhibited flatter terrain. However, the natter terrain appeared to be 
prone to flooding beyond the banks the desert dry washes as indicated by their landscape 
position and evidence salt deposits on the aerial photography revicwcd lilr Parcel 19, Like 
proposed project site no wetlands or other special aquatic sites were identified at any of 
alternative project site locations, 

[lased on this analysis it was determined that potential WOUS were present at each ol'the twelve 
alternative project site locations (Figurc lO). The analysis also revealed that i a new town were 
constructed at anyone the twelve locations evaluated, the same flood control requirements 
necessitating relocation and/or wideniug WOUS at the proposed site would result in similar or 
greater impacts at the alternative locations, Theret()re, there arc no practicable alternatives to 
proposed discbarge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem. 

ali oCthe reasons outlined above, the proposed site (Figures 3 and 23) is the only practicable 
location. 

" ,Ill eFR IIl(a}, 
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This alternati ve wOli ld e ither shorten or lengthen the term of the permit, at which time it eOlild he 
reallt horized, modified, or terminated . A shorter permit was not considered, beeallse it wOlild not 
cover the estimated time needed to complete development of the town on CS I lands. longer 
permit was considered because it wOli ld result in greater amollnt of incidental take of 
federally li sted species. 

3. J.22(b) A l'oitltmce/ MillimiZl/tioll: A lterlll/tille Pl'oject COllfigul'l/tiolls 

Allemotive ! FilII tUlil IlIIlIIeltillle Delleloelllelllll(lI 0(11 !'llIlIlIed 
witholll Felltllfes 

This project alternative would result in the issuance of an ESA Section lOa incidental take permit 
by and C lean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit hy the Corps thatwoliid allow 
development of the entire CSI private and lease lands in Lincoln County, Nevada. This would 
bring abolll: 

I.	 Development of 2 1,454 acres of private property, and 7,548 acres of leased land. A total 
01'27 acres of impacts to WOUS would oeellr. 

2.	 A greater potential take of species 5 and 6). 
3. The 7,548 acres of leased lands wOlild remain as currentl y located in the approximate 

center of the Project Area with the lack of habitat connecti vity with sllrrollnding federall y 
owned lands that contain federally-listed species habitat. 

4.	 Detention basin facilities wOlild be si ted within the 3,33 1 acre BLM Utility Corridor west 
of U.S. Hi ghway 93, but as with the Preferred Alternati ve, would be covered lInder a 
separate ES A secti on 7 consultation. Impacts to WOUS wOlild total 5.1 acres. 

5.	 Total impacts to WOUS considering all lands impacted by development would be 33.9 
acres 5 and 6) . 

All land owned and leased by CS I would be available for development acti viti es immediately 
upon issuance of an incidental take permit and other required regulatory permits, rather than he 
phased in under Adaptive Management Plan. An incidental take permit wOlild be issued based 
on the SOll tllern Linco ln Count y regional HCr , not the CS I MSHCP. Under tbi s alternative, th e 
private and lease lands would be reeonli gured, suhjeetto BLM's consent, with lease lands 
ex tending along the and horders ofthe Covered (Figure 5). These CS I 
lease lands in Lincoln COllnty wOlild not he added to the ex ist ing CS RMA. 

New town development and construction activities wOlild be of the same types as described for 
the Proposed Project (e.g. Preferred Alternative; See Sec tion I, above), but the densit y of all 
development activit ies would be increased. The new town would eventua lly inc lude 
approximately 13 1,879 residentia l dwelling units, a development rate of 6.5 residential units per 
gross acre. Approximately 85,000 afa of water wOlild he needed to sllpportthe development at 
bllild-out. A total 01' 27.8 acres ofWOUS would be fill ed as a result of thi s development 
act ivity. 
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authorized in Land Lease Agrecmcnt, the Icase lands could be used constructing and 
operating roads, ntility lincs, storage l\lcilities and wolls, any other lawrul purpose 
thc Secretary orthe Interior may authorize, subject to the requirements or the Nevada··Florida 
Land Exchange Authorization Act or I and to reasonable requirements that the Secretary or 
thc Interior may establish the protection or the desert tortoise and any other species or 
wildlire, or plants (Appendix A or Exhibit 2). The extent oraetivities in lease lands would be 
substantially greater than under the proposed project aitcrilative (e.g. Prclcrrcd Alterllative, 
Exhibit I) with to acres orwous would be impacted a result or development activities 
witbin the leased lands. 

Tbe 6,219 acres or CSI land in Clark County would not bc counted as a mitigation 
measure activities on lands in Lincoln County to desert tortoisc under Alterllative I. Tbe 
6,219 aercs would still bc added to the CSRMA, described in ENTRIX et al. 2005. Covered, 
Evaluation, and Watch List Species would be the same speeics addressed under the Prelcrred 
Alterllative (Exhibit 2). 

Pro/Jose" Fill! aut/Immediate 
PllIlIlIl'(/ 

This aitcrilative would result in tbe issuance an Scction lOa incidental take permit by 
l.ISFWS and a CW A section 404 permit by the Corps that would allow 1': 

I.	 Reduced development print within the 21,454 acres or the CSI private lands without 
usc or the 7,548 aeres orCSI lease lands in Lincoln County, Nevada (Figure 

2.	 The leased lands to be rcloeated located away development allowing 
connectivity with Icderally owned lands containing Icderally-listcd spccies habitat an 
endowed habitat management program long-term management. 
The detcntion basin f\lcililies to be siled within the acre BLM Utility Corridor wcst 
or U.S. Ilighway but as with the Prercrred Alternative, would be covered undcr a 

ESA section 7 consultation. Impacts to WOUS would total 5.1 
4.	 Reduced po(entialtake or tcdcrally-listed species. 
5.	 Reduced total impacts to WOUS 33 acres ir on··site Alternative I were permilled to 

acres. 

All land owned by CSlwould be available «lr phased development under an Adaptive 
Management Plan upon issuance or incidental take permit and other required regulatory 
permits, rather than be. incidental take permit would be issued based on the CSI MSHCP. 
Under this alternative, the private and Ieasc lands would be reconligurcd, subject to I3LM's 
consent. CSI Lease Lands in Lincoln County would be to the existing CSRIVIA. 

Ncw town development and construetion activities would bc or the same types as describcd 
the Prelcrred Alternative, bot the density all develoJlment activities would to 
111,000 dwelling units (Figure This will be accomplished avoiding develoJlmcnt on the 
morc visible ridgelines and the higher elevations on the cast side Pahranagat Wash ephemeral 

In addition, development within the CSI Lease Lands would bc avoided. 
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Thc 6,219 acres of CS I Icascdland in Clark County would countcd as a mitigation mcasure 
1'01' activities on lands in Lincoln County to dcscrltortoise with the.6.2 19 acres bcing to 
thc CSRMA, as dcscribed in ENTRIX ct 2005. Covcrcd, and Watch List Spccics 
would thc species addrcsscd under thc Altcmat ive I (Exhibit 2). 

3.1.22(c) OIlier MillilllizalitJII 

Other minimization strategies proposed CS t include: 

•	 As part ofthc reduction ofthc projcct foot print achieved throu gh the design ofthc 
prcfcrrcd altemative, tnmsportation and utility infrastructure was rcroutcd so not to 
biscctthe 13,767 acrcs of potentially dcvelopable CS I Lcase Lands within in Li nco ln 
County (7,548 acres) Clark Counly (6,219 acrcs). 

•	 Millill/iza/ioll /0 Ce/'/aill WOUS: Any activity OCCUlTing adjaccnt to the 
Pahranagat Wash ephcmcral channel and all jurisdiclionalwaters (e.g. WOUS) to the 
wcst and cast of the Pahranagat Wash cphcmcral channel will be donc in compliance with 
the Corps permit conditions. 1\11 road , trail and go lf cart crossings willbc ovcr crossings 
with natural substratc bottoms overl yi ng any necessary support and protcctive st ruclurcs 
so as to avoid permancnt impacts to WOUS. 

•	 IllIhillll Proleclioll Dllrillg Scnsitive habitats (c.g., WOUS/dry 
washcs) within 50 fect of construction activities within thc Dcvelopment Arca will 
markcd with orange 01' ycllow temporary construction fcncing 01' ropc and "Do Not 
Entcr" signage until such time as they arc authorized for filling. 

•	 Pro/ec/ive Se/bllck ZOlle: In addition to avoiding impacts to Ihe Wash 
cphcmeral chann el and all waters ofthc United Statcs to the easl, CS I will implemcnt 
100' setback from thc top of along thc wcst of the Pahranagat Wash 
cphemeral channclwithin the Projcct Area. This zonc will remain relatively undisturbed, 
except 1'01' thc roadways shown Figure 3 which over cross thc Pahranagat Wash, to 
allow a rcasonable di stancc bctween thc Pahranagat Wash cphcmeral channcl and 
adjaccn t construction activities. 

•	 S/O/'II/ Wa/er MlIIlIIgell/ell/ ((lid He/ell/ioll ZOlle: Minimizing impacts to waters of the 
United States also cntails minimizing impacts to watcr quality, espccially within the 

Wash cphemeral channcl and areas down-gradient. A Stonn Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan in accordance with Scction 402 ofthc federa l Clcan Wat er Act and any 
State/loca l rcquircments willbc implemented during construction, Upon complction of 
construction. stonn water will bc managed through a varicty of flood control facilities, 
including detention/ rctcntion basins, constructed washcs, wellands ponds other 
faciliti cs that coll cct stonn watcr and allow scdimcnt to separatc from stormwatcr prior to 
entcring constrllctcdj uri sdictional watcr (c.g. WOUS). portion of thi s naturali zcd 
storm water managcment system wi 11 occur within a Stonn Retention Zone, which 
generally runs within the currcnt flood zone within the Dcvelopmcnt Area. This Siorm 
Retention Zone wi[1 ensurc that any sedimcntation from within developed arcas is 
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separated by implementing racilities outlined above and protected li'om Pahranagat 
Wash ephemeral channel. A cross section and map showing the typical racility systems 
arc included in Figure 

•	 Worker Environmental Awareness Training all 
managers and employees (whether they arc employed by CSI or a third party) will be 
required belore a manager or employee is allowed to work on-site. During the training, 
the managers and employees arc inllll'llled that they may removed li'om the site and/or 
be prohibited to the site irthey I'liito comply with all applicable 

Jaws, regulations, permits, and programs governing activity in the 
Project. In addition, CSI will hire stalT or contract with a third party to monitor 
construction activities to protect the I'ahranagat Wash ephemeral ehanucl and washes 
west and cast ortbe ('hannel. 

•	 /I iOI', ironmenta I Awareness !'dueat iOtl 
lilr all residents will be provided under the Mastel' Dcclarations by Chartcr Owners 
Association, lu additiou, CSI will hirc stalTor contract with a third party to monitor 
construetiou activities and residents' activities to proteclthe Pahranagat Wash ephemeral 
chanucl and washes cast or Channel, whieh also provides a program I'll' on-going 
survei lIance or constructed washes. The Charter Owners Association will adopt 
enl(lreeable association rules that will providc, among other things, enrorcement 
provisiolls concerning construction resident activities. 

•	 (;o!!'Col//,se Operations: An Integrated Management-Chemical Application 
Management Plan (IPM-CHAMP) will developed and employed each golrcourse 10 

the impacts rrom pesticides, tcrtilizers other lurrmanagemcnt practices. 

3.1.22(d) Compellsl/tioll 

Appropriate and practicable compensatory mitigation is required I'll' unavoidable adverse 
impacts that remain aner all appropriate and practicable minimization been required. CSI 
proposes a suite or on-sile compensatory mitigation nnavoidable impacts to the acres or 
the WOUS. The primary compensation will consist or the Il)llowing: 

of Dry The Applicant proposes to compensate or 
jurisdictional dry waslles at a minimum 2: I compensation through the restoration o desert dry 
wash habitat. The constructed washes will be designed to meet both Lincoln County flood 
control requirements and Icderalmitigation requiremcnts, A minimum or 52.4 acrcs or restored 
washes will be designed and constructed to compensate impacts within the existing 
WOUS channels in Dcvelopment Area (21.1 acres) and 13LM Utility Corridor (5.1 acrcs), 
Where possible, conslructed washes will be located ncar or adjacent to existing dry washes. 
'rllese restored washes will be comprised or native soils and rock li'omthe adjacent areas 
provide for same functions valucs as the washes. Typical design cross sections 
I'll' these constructed washes are presented on Figure 7, All roadways and pathways will span 

constructed washes where they intersect within Development Arca in a similar manner 
in Figures 8 

47 



A detailed mitigation plan for unavoidable impacts to WOlJS can be found in Exhibit I, 
Appendix "I". 

3.1.23 General Criteria 

3.1.23(11) Puhlic IIl1d Pril'lIte Neeil./ill· ProJ!osed or (33 
320.4(11){2){i)) 

Sec Section 2.2 lor a discussion ofthc public and privatc necd for the project. 

From economic perspective, there arc nUmCrtlllS needs that the proposed project meets. To 
slllnmarize Section 3.1.21, the Nevada State Demographer predicts the population in Southern 
Nevada will increase by over 1.1 million people between 2003 and 2024. In order to mect the 
general needs and welfare of existing residents and newcomers, affordable housing, employment, 
reasonable cost living available services must be available. 

The lack greatly impacted the supply-demand chain in southern 
Nevada causing rapid increases in home prices over past few years, a trend that is expected to 
continue. As housing prices in Southern Nevada are rapidly escalating, affordable housing 
opportunities for residents continue to declinc. Pcople moving into Southern Nevada will need 
housing that meets their income level. The Project is to benefit socioeconomic 
conditions within the region through the devclopment additional af'lordable housing in the 
Southern Nevada. 

Historically, the economics rural Southcrn Nevada have been based on mining, agricultural 
and government sector jobs. Both the mining industry and the agricultural based industries arc 
in significant depressions, whieh adversely affect rural Southern Nevada's economy. Signilicant 
positive fiscal impacts in the form new jobs are expected in the area as a result the 
proposed project. 

Signilieant positive impacts in the form revenues to local jurisdictions arc expected 
in the area a result of the proposed project. The Project would generate substantial economic 
activity in Ihe statc, regional, and local economics through taxes and ancillary purchases 
goods and scrvices during and ancr construction. This influx tax revenues within these rural 
areas will provide jurisdictions with opportunities to provide hasic and cxpanded services to 
Iheir taxpaying rcsidents, which they have been unable to provide in thc past. 

The improvements proposed within the project also provide a variety of imporlant physical 
needs within the community and Ihe region. The project will provide important infrastructure, 
which is lacking in these rural areas. In addition to the basic utilities of power, water, 
telecommunications and gas, the project will bring new schools, public parks, and 
emergency services to an area that has lacked Ihcse basic infl·astructures. 

In its currcnt state, the Developmcnt Area is privately held and will not open 10 the public 
recreational purposcs. Once constructed within the development area, County-rcquired parks 
will be Opcllto the public lor usc. In addition 10 County rcquircd parks and othcr private 
I1lcilities planncd by CSI, areas adjaccnt to thc Protective Wash BufTers that will be implemented 
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to Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel, will provide a varicty of 
recreation and open space. CSlwil1 provide additional recreational opportunities within these 
areas lilr the of eon1ll1llnity and thc region. a minimum, also result 
in the permanent construction/restoration of approximately 52.4 acres ofWOUS habitat through 
the compcnsation mcasures outline in this documcn!. 

The existing dry washes that arc proposed to be lied relocated of this application do 
not have the capacity to adequately convey floodwaters through the Development Area in 
compliance with Lincoln County !lood control requirements. Erosion within dry washcs can 

to velocities 5-1 () feet per second without suflkient erosion control measures in 
During given the volumes calculated, erosion will occur to 

these existing washes causing sedimentation further down-gradient unless the !lood conveyance 
tileilities arc enlarged and reinf()rced where necessary with suflleient crosion controlmcasures to 
meet acceptable Ilood conditions. The construction of the Project has the potcntialto solve 
larger storm !lood control related issues that currently impact the Project Area, US and the 
region by alleviating subsequcnt crosion and sedimentation issues during major storm that might 
result in adverse impacts to the Wash ephemeral channel potentiillly providing 
I[trther water quality protection down-gradiClltl(lI' the Muddy River and its inhabitant species. 

Thcrc arc numerous historic trails, mining activities other disturbances that pre··date CSI 
acquisition of the project which have impactcdjurisdictional waters (c.g. desert dry wash 
habitat). The construction of the minimization measures outlined in this application provide the 
opportunity to protect against any furthcr harmful activities or impacts to habitat within thc 
Pahranagat Wash cphemcral channel and other cxisting waters of United Statcs to rcmain 
undisturbed. 

3. 1. 23(b) Practicability l!lUsillg Altel'llatit'e Locatiomlil1et!lol!s (33 CF!l 
320.4(a)(2)(ii)) 
Alternative locations/mcthods discusscd above in Scction 3.1.22. 
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3. I.23(c) Extellt IIl1d Permllllellce of of
Project 011 Public Uses to Arell Suitefl (33 CFR 320.4(11)(2)(iii)) 
The housing. golf courses and associated commercia l development arc ex pected to permanently 
replace the ex is ting desert habitat within the Development Area. A total of26.2 acres out of 53.7 
acres of dry washcs (WOUS) within the Development Area, BLM Utility Corridor and CS L 
Lcased lands (Lincoln County) whi ch have been delineated the Corps as waters of the Unit ed 
States (WOUS) wonld impacted. CS I has agreed to avo id total of27.5 acres of dry washes 
within the Project Area and to reconfigurati on o f its fee and leaseho ld inte rest in the Project 
Area from the cent ral porti on of the Project Area to the edge of the property to achieve 
co nnecti vity with federally-list ed species habitat on federally owned lands. In add ition, 336.8 
acres of undisturbed upland habi tat will provi ded as protective buffer around tbe preserved 
WOUS (e.g. desert dry wasb habi tat). The preserved WOUS and upland buffer habitat wi ll
placed in conscrvat ion with an endowment provided for long-term management and land use 
protection. Impacts to the 26.2 acres of WOUS will mitigated for at 2:1 ratio (restored: lost) 
througb the constructing of53.7 acres of larger naturalizcd drainages that meet both count y and 
federal requirements. As additional miti gation. the constructed washes, whi ch will conso lidate 
flood waters into major drainages meeting county flood contro l standards, will re-vegetated 
witb native plant species. Native plants will selected from tbe native plants li sted in 
Appendix I of Ex hibit I . T he constructed wash areas will also protected by a dedicated 
casement to ensure long- term protect ion. The easement wi ll all ow for drainage maintenance and 
protection of the WOUS and the establi shment of permanent buffers of at least 25 feet in width 
along both sides of the open channels from the edge of the const ructed WOUS. Cross-sections 
of typica l constructed washes and related improvements arc provided in 7. Figures 3 and 
4 show the proposed impacted, un impacted (avoided), and restored WOUS within the Project 
Area. 

In the event the MSHCP is not approved by CSI will affirmative ly work with BLM (the 
federa l land manager of the proposed reserve lands) to crcate appropriate WOUS conservation 
areas req uiring avoidance by all persons. 

3.2 Effects on Wetlands (33 CFR 320.4(b)(1 - 5)) 
As noted above in Section 3. 1.5, the Project wi ll have no adverse impact on wetlands because no 
wetlands ex ist within the Project. 

3.3 Fish and Wildlife (33 CFR 320.4(c)) 
CS I is cu rrentl y consulling with the Sect ion 10(a) regardin g po tential impacts to listed 
species under the Endangered Species Act. The proposcd Project will impact deserttortoisc 
(Gophel'lls IIgassizii) crit ica l habitat. It is antici pated that these impacts will covered under a 
Section 10(a) Incidenta l Take Permit granted to CSI for non-federal lands as described above in 
Section 1.0 (Introduction) . As part of tbe Incidental Take Permit tbat is ant icipated, impacts to 
desert tortoise habitat wi ll be minimized and mitigated under the terms and cond itions of the 
MSHCP and tbe additional conservat ion measlll'es described in Section 3. 1. 1 above. 
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Therc are no spccies depcndcnt on aquatic rcsourccs within the Project Arca or 

While the Project may have indircct impacts on thc Moapa dace, CSlwil1 avoid, minimize 
and/or mitigate any such impacts should they OCCUI'. Groundwater production consistent with 

and/or the Developmcnt will ensure that no unacceptable reduction in 
Muddy Rivcr spring Ilows willrcsult rrom developing the projcct. Surraee Ilows Ii·omup·· 
gradicnt, olFsitc storill cvents will 110w naturally through Wash 
channel with no pcrmancnt impact development as all road trail crossings will ovcr 
crossings with natural IlOlloms overlying any nccessary buried support and protcctivc structures. 

110ws gencrated as a rcsult or cvents running within 01' through the Developmcnt Area 
will and polished within wetlands ponds constructed on-site. Sedimcnts 
associated nutricnts will surlleiently removed through the installation and maintcnance or 
naturalized corridors and wctlands ponds allowing 1'01' dcposition orsedimcnt and nptakc or 
excess nutricnts. Sedimcnt control will take place separate rrom the I'ahranagat Wash 
ephemcral channel by implemcnting storm water controls in the dcvelopment arca and a 100 root 
protective buffer to eliminate storm water Ii'om directly entcring Pahranagat Wash ephcmeral 
channel (Figures 3 and 4). 

Othcr lCderally listed and candidate spccies identified by the USFWS with potcntialto occur 
within proximity to the Project Development Area will not be A detailed assessment or 
impacts to species of federal concern will be in a Biological Assessment (submilled 
under separate cover). In addition, the USFWS will issue a biological opinion at the eonelusion 
or their consultation in connection with this Application. 

3.4 Water Quality (33 CFR 320.4(d))
 
Water quality impacts are discussed above in Section 3.1.15.
 

3.5 Historic. Cultural, Scenic and Recreational Values (33 CFR 320.4(e))
 

Sce Section 3.f.6. In accordance with the CRMP, all known NIIRP sites within Project Area
 
have been investigated and recorded as required in approved treatmcnt plan. Nevada SIIPO
 
has maintained oversight and concurred with the actions initiated by I(night··Lcavitt the 
resource consultant. CSI will continue to in a programmatic manner, in
 
advance or or the 

With respect to scenic values, the proposed Project has been designed to avoid development on 
the more visible ridgclines. Recreational values will he enhanced by integrating development 
with open space through the usc or trails, gol I' and parks. Both active and passive 
rcereation areas will provided, however, constructed washes will he protected by providing 

outlined in this application. 

3.6 Effects on Limits of the Territorial Seas (33 CFR 320.4(f)) 
Not to this Project. 

3.7 Consideration of Property Ownership (33 CFR 320.4(g)) 
Considerations or propcrty ownership arc diseusscd in Section 3.1.20. 
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3.8 Activities Affecting Coastal Zones (33 CFR 320.4(h)) 
Not to this Projcct. 

3.9 Activities in Marine Sanctuaries (33 CFR 320.4(i)) 
Not applicable to this Project. 

3.10 Other Federal, State, or Local Requirements (33 CFR 320.4(j)) 

Section 7 of the Species Act 
Scction 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires all Federal agcncies to consll it with the 

regarding any Federal action that may aFFect a Federally li sted species. l'ederally-l isled 
species that may be aFFected by the project include the Following: 

Common 
Name 

Federal 
Status 

Is 

that t e 

at e.cte 
y project 

or 
n 
mpact 

Rationale 

Fish Species 

Moapa dace 
(Moapa coriacea) 

Federal-
Endangered Yes Indirect 

This species is not found in IIle 
Project Area, It is found in 

tributaries, and springs 
a ong the River. Lowering
of the water tab e caused by 
groundwater extraction and 

al terat ions to habitat 
mav af ectthis species. 

Muddy River 
Population of the 

River chub 
(GI a semitll/da) 

Federal-

(Virgin iver 
Population 

only) 

Yes Indirect 

This species is not found in the 
Project Area. in the 
main channel of the Muddy 
River. Lowering of the water 
table caused by
extraction and su sequent
alterations to habitat may affect 
this species. 

Reptiles 

Desert tortoise 
(Gopheflls
agassizit) 

Federal-
Threatened Yes Direct 

This species occurs within the 
Project Area. Additionally,
deSignated critical habitat for th is 

also occurs within the 
overed Area . The 

project activities maya fect this 
species by enhancement of the 
threats that warranted federal 
and state protection of ti,e 
species. 

Amphibians 

Relict leopard
frog (Rana ol1ca) 

Federal-
Candidate Yes Indirect 

This species is not, found in the 
Project Area. species 
occurs in the lower MUddy River 
system, Lowering of the water 
table caused by 
extraction maya fect this 
species. 
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Is a 
potential 

NilJict or Common Federal that 
RationaleName Status n 

mpact.
af 

. - - . .. ...Mammals 
---_. --"-'._ .. ... ...

Birds .. . 

.. .. 
does not 

tile Project Area. 

Southwestern 
occurs In the lower Mu dy River 
system and in the Pahranagat 

willow f1ycatcl1er Yes Indirect Drainage upstream of the 
Covered Area. The pr0l'0sed 

exli/))(Js) project activities feet 
species, but are <e 
enhance threats tllat warranted 

.. federal protection. 
This species is not folll1dTitii·,,··-·· 

Yuma clapper rail Area. in the 

Ralfus 
lower Muddy River system. The 

ongirostris Federal Yos Indirect proposed project activities 
affect the species, but are yumanensis) unhl<ely to enhance threats that 

, ..__ .. .. .. .. .. warranted federal protection . 
This spocies is not founel the 
Project Area. species 

Western r.ellow occurs in the lowor Muddy River 
cue Feeleral· Yes Indirect system. The proposeel project

(Coccyzus Candidate activities affect the species, 
but are to 
threats that would warrant 

.. federal protection. 

None 
.. _---

The applicant requests that the Corps, of the application process, initiate Section 
7 Consultation for the above listed species that may be affected by the proposed project. It 
also requested that the Corps request that the USFWS review the list and add any additional 

or candidate species that be affected by the proposed project. 

Section of the Endangered Speck's 
Section lOa of fhe allows take of listed species that incidental to. but not the purpose of, 
lawful activities on This Project is seeking coverage under a Section 
Permit incidental take assoelated with the loss of spceie associated from either direet or 
indirect project impaets: 



7iI .. (IiI' 1'0 iIII{J1Ie1.1'-

I. Desert tortoise (GOl'ltCI'llS lIgllssizii) I", 
2. Gi monster (I!e1odl'l'II/ll slIsl'l'ellllll cil/I'IIIIII) II , 

3. Western burrowing owl ClllliclI!lIl'iil ItYI'"gl'iI).12 

I. Moapa dace (Moill'iI cOl'iilceil), 
2. Muddy River population oftbe Virgin River chub (Gilil selllilllldil), 

State Requiremeuts: 

Nevada Revised Statutes 

NRS was amended, most recently in to expand tbe State's requirement to elassi fy wi 
(NRS 501.1 10). The elassi Iieation of species occurs through administrative regulation by the 
Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (NRS 501.105 501.181) and is in Nevada 
Administrative Code (NAC). 

The Nevada Division of Wildlife (NDOW) in the Department of Conservation and Natural 
Resources is the entity vested with statutory authority through NRS to protect and manage 
resident wildlife in the State, through the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners to establish 
policy and regulation for the protection, propagation, transplanting, introduction and 
management of wildlife (NRS 501.105,501.181,501.331, 501.337). The desert tortoise is listed 
as protected and further classified threatened in Nevada (NAC 503.(80). Speeilic regulations 
providing protection lor all wildlife species elassilicd as protected arc set lorth in NAC 503.090 
and 503.093. 

Plant species that may occur within the Project Area and arc listed critically endangered by the 
State of Nevada arc listed in NRS 527.270 and 527.050. As such, "no member of its kind may 
be removed or destroyed any time by means except under special permit issued by the state 
forester." The Nevada Division of Forestry also regulates the collection of cactus and yucca 
through permit requirements under NRS 527.070. CSI is surveying the property during the 
appropriate blooming time for tlie plant species. This is further described in the BABE. 

Upon issuance of the MSHCI' and ESA Section lOa permit CSI has agreed to provide llinding in 
the amount 01'$750,000 for use as mitigation funding in addition to the $800 pCI' acre mitigation 

imposed under any future MSIICP. 

,Lillcolll COUIlI)' 

Designated critical for this within the Area.
 
Not 
Not 

54 



Thc purposc ofTitlc 12 of the Lincoln County Codc Code § 15.08.(10) is promole the 
public healtb, safety. and well'lrc, and to minimi/.c public and private losses due to 1100d 
conditions in spceitle areas. II includes methods and provisions that, among othcrs, eonlrolthe 
alleration ofnalnrnll1oodplains, stream ehanncls, and natural protective barriers that hell' 
accommodate or ehHl1l1ell1oodwaters; control tilling, grading, drcdging and other development 
that may incrcase 1100d damage; and regulate construction of llood barriers. 

3.11 Safety of Impoundment Structures (33 CFR 320.4(k)) 
StOl'lllwater retention/detention structures will be constructed according to established safety 
criteria by a quali tied, licensed engineering company. 

3.12 Floodplain Management (33 CFR 320.4(1)) 
Flood hazards and 1100dplain values arc discussed above in Sections 3.1.8 and 3.1.9,
 
respcctively.
 

3.13 Water Supply and Conservation (33 CFR 320.4(m))
 
Water supply and conservation arc discussed in Section 3.1.14.
 

3.14 Energy Conservation and Development (33 CFR 320.4(n))
 

All buildings (residential and commercial) will be constl'lleted to least the prevailing ellergy
 
conservation c-onservation development in Seclion 
3.1.16. 

3.15 Navigation (33 CFR 320.4(0))
 
noted abovc in Section 3.1.11, there arc no navigable waters on the site.
 

3.16 Environmental Benefits (33 CFR 320.4(p)) 
CSI is avoiding approximately 27.5 acres of existing WOllS within the Project which 
used habitat and migration routes by tortoise and other species residing in the area. 

To comply with Lincoln County 1100d control regulations, the dry washes will be relocalcd, 
cnlarged during the mitigation proccss to mcet acccptabic l100d conditions in conjunction with 
tcchniques outlined in this application. Without rclocation into ncw Connty.. rcgnlatell drainage 
ways, the current WOUS would be inadcquate to convey potential 1100d nows due to 
velocities and subsequent erosion and sedimentation issues that might result in adverse impacts 
to the Pahnrnagat Wash ephemeral channel and down.. gnrdienl. The rcsullwill be al leasl a 2: I 
expansion of wash habitat, with the possible inclusion 01'52.4 acres orconstructcd welland 
habitat to support the stOl'llllvater management system .. 

In addition. althougb inti'equent storm events running through the Pahl'anagat Wash ephemeral 
ehannclrepl'esent a very small portion of the greater system emptying into the Muddy River 
syslcm, the Project provides the opportunity through lhe storm waleI' managementtechni'lues 

in this apl)lication to manage sedimentation and erosion within Development Area 
and eliminate sedimcntation problems within thc Pahranagat Wash ephemeral channel and 
down-grad ient ut iIizing certai n stol'llllvalcr collect ion lit ies. The construct ion of Proj eet 
with the storm water methods outlined in this document provides the opportunity to 
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some of the currcnt crosion sedimentation control problems that occur in the 
undisturbcd state, potentially providing further protcction 

for the Muddy Ri ver and it s inhabi tant Sl)ecies. 

The proposed Projcct providcs permanent protecti ve measures for habitat wi thin the 
ephemeral channel ex isting waters of the United States to the cast of the channel. CS I 

wi ll implcment 100-foot setback the centerline of the 
channel in order to impacts to the channcl. CS I will protect storm nows that may contain 
harmful pollutants off developed from entering the ephemeral channel
the construction of storm detention facilities ;md other methods (outlined in the 
Applicati on) to control pollutants from entering the 

The compensatory measures outlined in thi s prov ide I) approxi mately 52.5 acres or 
restored WOUS, 2) over 27.5 acres or avoided impacts to ex isting WOUS, 3) approxi mately 
336.8 of additional lands with in the 100' setback to protect the Wash 
ephemeral channel and 30 foot upland buffer habitat on each side of other preserved WOUS 
within the Development Area as compensation for the proposed of WOUS describcd above. 

At present, there is no riparian vegetation within the Development Area. The Project will result 
in positive habitat as a result constructed washcs and wetland ponds and other 
improvements within the stonmvater retention zone. 

As each phase of development occurs, CSI will implement nood control facilities in accordance 
with the recommendations provided in the drainage study, which must submitted for each 
phase of development in accordance with thc Lincoln County requirements. 

Although not required, CS I is and will continue to conduct tortoi se surveys and translocate all 
dcscrt tortoi ses found prior to starting surface disturbing activity on each scheduled for 
dcvelopment. The survey and will pcrformcd under the approved CSI is 

with USFWS and thc University of Nevada in scicntifie studies of the desert tortoise 
des igned to identify practices and procedures for implementation in connection with 
desert tortoise recovcry efforts. 

CS t has committed funding and resources for the protection, and recovery of 
the dace and its in the Muddy Ri vcr. 

3.17 Economics (33 CFR 320.4(q)) 
Economics is discussed in Section 3. 1.2. 

3.18 Mitigation (33 CFR 320.4(r)) 
Mitigation is di scussed in Secti on 3. 1.22(d). 
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4.0 CONCLUSION 
on the considerations outlined in this docullleut, CSI believes th'lt its proposed Project 

least damaging practicable alternative within the meaning or EPA's Guidelines 
and the Corps regulations, including the public interest tcst outlined at 33 320.4. 

CSI believes that tbose portions or Project witbin rederaljurisdictional areas covered by this 
application will not bave a signilicant impact on tbe quality ortbe hUlllan environment, and that 

in{,lnnation provided in this document, provides a surtleient record upon which 
can base its permit decision under applicable fcderallaw. 
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Exhibit 1. Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for Coyote Springs Investment Planned Development Project. 

June 2007. (Provided under separate cover) 





Exhibit 2. Agency Review Draft. Coyote Springs Investment
 
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. July 2007.
 

(Provided separate cover) 





Exhibit 3. Adjacent Property Owners: 

Coyote Springs Investmcnt, LLC 
North Winglicld Springs Parkway 

NY 

Departmcnt Intcrior 
or Land 

Ely Ficld Oflicc 
702 North Industrial Way 
IIC [lox 33500 
Ely, Ncvada 8930 I 

Ncvada Dcpartmcnt o(Transportation 
South Stcwart Strcct 

Carson City, Nevada 89712 

Wcstcrn Elitc, Inc 
11412 

Alamo, NY 89001··0412. 
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HBG The Hulfman-Broadway Group, Inc 828 Mission Avenue Sail Rafael. California Phone (415) 925·2000 Fax (415) 925-2006 

PURPOSE: Construct a new town within Lincoln County, 
approximately 1 hours 
drive from the Las Vegas area 
DATUM: MSL 
ADJACENT PROPETY OWNERS: 1. BLM; 2, USFWS; 
3. Dept. of Transportation 

Figure 1. General Location of the Proposed Project, 
Coyote Springs, Lincoln County, Nevada 
APPLICATION BY: Coyote Springs Investment LLC 
6600 North Wingfield Springs Parkway, Sparks, 
Nevada 89436 

Proposed fill for new lown construction 
IN: waters of the United States 
(dry wash drainages) 
AT: Coyote Spring Valley 
COUNTY OF: lincoln STATE: Nevada 
Date: 
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The Huffman·SroadwayGroup, Inc. 828 Mission Rafael, 

PURPOSE: Construct a new town within Lincoln County, Proposed fill for new town construction 
approximately 1 hours Figure 2. Detailed Location of Proposed Project, IN: waters of the United States 
drive from the Las Vegas area Coyote Springs, Lincoln County, Nevada (dry wash drainages) 
DATUM: MSL APPLICATION BY: Coyote Springs Investment LlC AT: Coyote Spring Valley 
ADJACENT PROPETY OWNERS: 1. BLM; 2. USFWS; 6600 North Wingfield Springs Parkway, Sparks, COUNTY OF: Lincoln STATE: Nevada 
3. NY. Dept. of Transportation Nevada 89436 Date: 
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Figure 3. Plan View, New Town Development Features 
Associated With the Proposed Project, Coyote Springs, 
Lincoln County, Nevada 
APPLICATION BY; Coyote Springs Investment LLC 
6600 North Wingfield Springs Parkway, Sparks. 
Nevada 89436 

PURPOSE: Construct a new town within Lincoln County, 
approximately 1 hours 
drive from the las Vegas area 
DATUM: MSL 
ADJACENT PROPETY 1. BLM: 2. USFWS: 
3. NV. Dept. of Transportation 

Proposed fill for new lown construction 
IN: waters of the United States 
(dry wash drainages) 
AT: Coyote Spring Valley 
COUNTY OF: Lincoln STATE: Nevada 
Date: 
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PURPOSE: Construct a new town within lincoln County, Figure 4. Plan View, Proposed Project Impacted and 
approximately 1 hours Preserved WOUS and Buffer Areas, Coyote Springs, 
drive from the Las Vegas area Lincoln County, Nevada 
DATUM: MSL APPLICATION BY: Coyote Springs Investment LLC 
ADJACENT PROPETY OWNERS: 1. BLM; 2. USFWS; 6600 North Wingfield Springs Parkway, Sparks. 
3. NV. Dept. of Transportation Nevada 89436 

Proposed fill for new town construction 
IN: waters of the United States 
(dry wash drainages) 
AT: Coyote Spring Valley 
COUNTY OF: lincoin STATE: Nevada 
Date: 08-20-07 
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PURPOSE: Construct a new lown within lincoln County, Figure 5. Plan View, New Town Development Features 
approximately 1 hours Associated With the Project Development Alternative 1, 
drive from the las Vegas area Coyote Springs, Uncoln County, Nevada 

APPLICATION BY: Coyote Springs Investment LLC DATUM: MSL 
ADJACENT PROPETY OWNERS: 1. BLM; 2. USFWS; 6600 North Wingfield Springs Parkway, Sparks, 
3. Dept. of Transportation Nevada 89436 

Proposed fill for new town construction 
IN: waters of the United States 
(dry wash drainages) 
AT: Coyote Spring Valley 
COUNTY OF: Lincoln STATE: Nevada 
Date: 08-20-07 
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PURPOSE; Construct a new town within Lincoln County, Figure 6. Plan View, Project DevelopmentAlternative 1 Proposed fill for new town construction 
approximately 1 hours Impacted and Preserved WOUS and Buffer Areas, IN: waters of the United States 
drive from the Las Vegas area (dry wash drainages) 
DATUM: MSL 

Coyote Springs, Lincoln County, Nevada 
APPLICATION BY: Coyote Springs Investment LLC AT: Coyote Spring Valley 

ADJACENT PROPETY OWNERS; 1. BLM: 2. USFWS: 6600 North Wingfield Springs Parkway, Sparks, COUNTY OF: Lincoln STATE: Nevada 
Nevada 89436 Date: 08-20-073. NY. of Transportation 
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PURPOSE: Construct a new town. within lincoln County. approximately 1 Figure 7. Typical Sections, Restored Desert Dry Wash Habitat, Proposed fill for new town construction 
hours drive from the Las Vegas area Coyote Springs Project, Lincoln County, Nevada IN: waters of the United States (dry wash drainages) 
DATUM: MSL APPLICATION BY: Coyote Springs Investment LLC AT: Coyote Spring Valley 
ADJACENT PROPETY OWNERS: 1. BLM; 2. USFWS; 6600 North Wingfield Springs Parkway. Sparks. COUNTY OF: lincoln STATE: Nevada 
3. NV. Dept. of Transportation Nevada 89436 Date: 





Restored Desert 
Dry Wash Habitat 

Roadway Overcrossing with 
Natural Bottom Culvert or 
Clearspan Bridge 

PURPOSE: Construct a new town, within Lincoln County, approximately 1 Figure B. Plan View, Typical Trail Design Within Preserve Area, Proposed fill for new town construction 
hours drive from the Las Vegas area Coyote Springs Project, Lincoln County, Nevada IN: waters of the United States (dry wash drainages) 
DATUM: MSL APPLICATION BY: Coyote Springs Investment LLC AT: Coyote Spring Valley 
ADJACENT PROPETY OWNERS; 1. BLM: 2. USFWS; 6600 North Wingfield Springs Parkway, Sparks. COUNTY OF: Uncoln STATE: Nevada 
3. NV. Dept. of Transportation Nevada 89436 Date: 08-20-07 





U.S. 93 

OR SCOUR PROTECTION 
SCOUR DEPTH WITH NATURAL BOnOM 

ACHANNEL 

Proposed fill for new town construction Construct a new town, within Lincoln County, approximately 1 Figure 9. Typical Plan and Section Views, U.S. 93 Culvert Crossings, 
IN: waters of the United States (dry wash drainages) hours drive from the las Vegas area Coyote Springs Project, Lincoln County, Nevada 
AT: Coyote Spring Valley APPLICATION BY: Coyote Springs Investment llCDATUM: MSl 
COUNTY OF: Lincoln STATE: Nevada6500 North Wingfield Springs Parkway, Sparks, ADJACENT PROPETY OWNERS: 1. BlM: USFWS; 
Date: 08-20-073. NV. Dept. of Transportation Nevada 89436 
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Figure 10. Location Map of Project Alternative Sties Reviewed within Clark, Lincoln and Nye Counties
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Aerial Photo Source: USDA NAIP 2006 
Source for Potential Waters of the United States: USGS National Hydrogaphy Data Set 

Figure 11. Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS , Parcel 1 
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Source for Potential Waters of the United States: USGS National Hydrogaphy Data Set 

Figure 12. Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, Parcel 2
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I ! I ! I I , I ! , I Source for Potential Waters of the United States: USGS National Hydrogaphy Data Set 

Figure 13. Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, Parcel 3
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Aerial Photo Source : USDA NAIP 2006 
Source for Potentia l Waters of the United Slales: USGS National Hydrogaphy Data Set 

Figure 14. Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, Parcel 4
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Figure 15. Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, Parcel 5
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Group, Inc. . 828 Mission 

Figure 17. Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, Parcel 7
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Figure 18. Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, Parcel 8
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Figure 19. Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, Parcel 9 
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Figure 21 . Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, BLM Pahrump 
Disposal Lands North 
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Figure 22, Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, BLM Pahrump Disposal Lands South
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Figure 23. Map Showing Location of Potential WOUS, Proposed 
Project Alternative 

Aerial Photo Source: USDA NAIP 2006 o 0.5 1 Miles Source for Potential Wa ters of the United States: 
'"IlI"!II 

Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc.. 828 . San Rafael, Cal ifornia . (415) 925·2000 . (415) 925·2006 

USGS National Hydrogaphy Data Set 




